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An Anonymous Tract on Insolubilia from 
Ms Vat. lat. 67 4. 

An Edition and Analysis of The Text 


PAUL VINCENT SPADE 


i Introduction 

T he author of the Insolubilia edited below is unknown. The date, 
however, is given in the explicit: 1368. The position maintained 
in the treatise was, in one form or another, a common one in the 
Middle Ages. The author’s version of its central thesis is stated in para¬ 
graph 7: an insoluble proposition is “equivalent” to a copulative pro¬ 
position. For example, supposing that Socrates utters the following 
sentence only: ‘Socrates is speaking falsely’, that sentence is equivalent 
to the following one: ‘Socrates is speaking falsely and this is true: 
“Socrates is speaking falsely”’. 

This equivalence holds only for insoluble propositions. Paragraph 
H seems to imply that not all propositions are equivalent to such 
copulative ones. In this respect the author’s position conforms to that 
of other writers in the same tradition. 

It might at first seem that this “equivalence” is a relation such 
that P is equivalent to Q if and only if P coimplies Q. But this inter¬ 
pretation does violence to the author’s actual practice. Moreover, 
elementary logical transformations will show that, on this interpreta¬ 
tion, insolubles are true, whereas the author argues that they are false. 
The interpretation thus violates not only the author’s practice, but his 
verdict as well. Instead, as a careful reading of the text will show, 
“equivalence” must be interpreted as a relation such that P is equivalent 
to Q if and only if ‘P is true’ coimplics Q. 

What this means is that in the case of an insoluble sentence, the 
following biconditional holds: 

(I) X is true if and only if (p and X is true) y 

where ‘p’ is replaced by the insoluble sentence, and ‘X’ by a name 
of that sentence. On the other hand, the following, stronger bicondi¬ 
tional does not hold for insolubles: 



(II) X is true if and only if p. 

(II), of course, is Tarski’s criterion of adequacy. 1 According to 
Tarski’s terminology, a definition of truth is said to be “adequate” 
if all biconditionals of the form (II) follow from it. 2 The anonymous 
author’s position, then, amounts to the contention that Tarski’s cri¬ 
terion is too strong. In the case of insoluble propositions, the weaker 
biconditional (I) is all that holds. By elementary logical transformations, 
it can be seen that (I) amounts to a weakening of the Tarski biconditional 
(II) to the following conditional: 

(III) X is true only if p . 

It is clear that insolubles are false and the paradoxes broken if only 
this weaker condition (III) is allowed. For, in the insoluble case where X 
is identical with ‘X is not true’, (III) yields ‘X is true only if X is not 
true’, from which it follows that X is not true. Since (III) only is al¬ 
lowed, and not its converse, the conditional ‘X is true if X is not true’ 
is rejected, and the paradox does not arise. 3 4 5 

Variations of this position were maintained by several mediaeval 
authors. Among them were Albert of Saxony,* John Buridans and Paul 
of Venice. 6 7 The unidentified opinion referred to as the second pre¬ 
liminary opinion by the anonymous author of the Insolubilia in MS 
Brit. Mus., Harley 3243, ff. 47ra-£6rb? is yet another version of this 

1 Cf., e.g., Alfred Tarski, The Semantic Conception of Truth, in Herbert Feigl and Wilfred Sellars, 
eds.. Readings in Philosophical Analysis (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1949), p. 55. 

2 Ibid. 

3 The author departs from this position in considering conditional and causal insolubiles (pars. 
40-50). There he maintains that conditional and causal insolubles are true. On the other hand, it 
might be questioned whether the author’s examples in these cases are really insolubles at all 
according to his definition in par. 9. For the construction of the paradox depends on a fallacious 
inference involving a conditional (or, equivalently, a causal proposition), not on overlooking the 
“additional” meaning which insolubles have. If, in the casus to these “insolubles”, it were posited 
that the propositions signify precisely as their terms “pretend”, the paradox would still be avoided 
-contrary to the definition of an insoluble in par. 9 - by simply pointing out the invalid inference 
(cf. par. 46). 

4 Cf. Albert of Saxony, Insolubilia , published with his Sophismata (Paris: Felix Baligault, 1495) 
[Hain *582]. 

5 John Buridan, Sophismata (Paris: Antoine Denidel and Nicole de la Barre, [c. 1496-1500]) 
[Incunabula in American Libraries , 3rd census, B-1295], ca. 8. Cf. also, Theodore Kermit Scott, tr.: 
John Buridan : Sophisms on Meaning and Truth (“Century Philosophy Sourcebooks”; New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966), ch. 8. 

6 Paul of Venice, Logica magna (Venice: Albertinus (Rubeus) Vercellensis, for Octavianus Scotus, 
1499) [Hain *12505]. 

7 Cf. my edition of this text as a dissertation for the Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies 
(Toronto), 1969. 
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position. A certain Robert Fland (i.e., of Flanders?) 8 is perhaps also 
to be included in the tradition. 

In the cases of Albert of Saxony, the unidentified opinion mentioned 
in MS Harley 3243, and perhaps also Robert Fland, the relation that 
holds between X, on the one hand, and the fact that p and the fact 
that X is true on the other, is said to be one of “signification”. X 
signifies that p and that X is true. This was apparently a common way 
of describing the situation. Buridan, however, criticizes this choice 
of terminology. 9 His own account of the relation between X and the 
fact that X is true is m terms of “involvement”. X involves ( implicat ) 
the fact that X is true, just as an antecedent involves (implicat) its 
consequent. 10 In the light of Buridan’s criticism of the common “signi¬ 
fication” terminology, it is noteworthy that the anonymous author of 
the present tract describes the relation as an “equivalence”; 

X is equivalent to ‘p and X is true'. 

In addition to the tradition of the “weakened Tarski-biconditional”, 
the author also finds himself in a second tradition, which might be called 
the obligatio- tradition. It was characterized not so much by any one 
position on how to “resolve” the antinomies as it was by a general 
attitude toward them. This approach to insolubles viewed them from 
the standpoint of the mediaeval treatises on obligationes ." The emphasis 
was on the dialectical situations in which insolubles might arise. Accor¬ 
dingly, this tradition was concerned to give rules for the handling of 
insolubles in disputations, rules determining just what one can safely 
grant one’s opponent, and what must be denied. 

Perhaps the most influential spokesman of this approach was 
William Heytesbury in the first chapter ( De insolubilibus) of his Regulae 
solvendi sophismata . 12 The purpose of Heytesbury’s treatise was “to 
help sophisters respondere in disputations ”. 1 3 Thus, the chapter on in¬ 
solubles contains a series of rules by which to evaluate a proposed 

8 Bruges, Bibl. pub., MS 497, ff. 43rb-44va. Inc: Insolubile est propositio signans primo et prin- 
cipaliter sicut est, et ex consequenti aliter quam est. Cf. A. de Poorter, Catalogue des manuscrits de 
la bibliotheque publique de la ville de Bruges. 

9 Buridan, op. cit., ca. 8, soph. 7. Cf., Scott, op. cit ., p. 194. 

10 Buridan, loc. cit. Scott, op. cit., p. 195. 

11 On obligationes, cf. James A. Weisheipl, Developments in the Arts Curriculum at Oxford in the Early 
Fourteenth Century , in: Mediaeval Studies 28 (1966), pp. 163-165. 

12 William Heytesbury, Regulae solvendi sophismata, published in Tractatus Guilielmi Hentisberi de 
sensu composito et diviso, Regulae eiusdem cum sophismatibus, Declaratio gaetani supra easdem ... (Venice: 
Bonetus Locatellus, for Octavianus Scotus, 1494) [Hain *8437], ff. 4va-7rb. 

13 Weisheipl, Ockham and Some Mertonians, in: Mediaeval Studies 30 (1968), p. 197. 
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insoluble. The anonymous author of the treatise edited below follows 
a similar procedure. The following passages from Heytesbury’s treatise 1 * 
should be compared with the first three rules (pars. 4-6)*5 in the text 
below. 


1. Si fiat casus de insolubili, aut ponitur qualiter illud insolubile debeat significare 
aut non. Si non, proposito isto insolubili, respondendum est ad illud omnino 
sicut responderetur non supposito illo casu... (Cf. par. 6 of the text edited 
below). 

2. Secundo est advertendum quod, si ponatur casus de insolubili, et cum hoc 
supponatur quod illud insolubile praecise significet sicut termini istius commu- 
niter praetendunt, casus iste nullatenus admittatur... (Cf. par. 4, below). 

3. Tertio, si fiat casus de insolubili, et cum hoc supponatur quod illud insolubile 
significet sicut termini ipsius praetendunt, non tamen sic praecise, admisso 
isto casu, concedendum est illud insolubile quocumque loco proponatur tamquam 
sequens, et negandum est illud esse verum tamquam repugnans. Verbi gratia, 
supposito quod Sortes solummodo dicat illam propositionem ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, 
et quod ilia sic significet, non tamen praecise, tunc concedenda est ista cum 
proponitur tamquam sequens, et negandum est illam esse veram tamquam re¬ 
pugnans. Sequitur enim: ‘Sortes dicit hanc propositionem „Sortes dicit falsum”, 
quae sic significat; igitur Sortes dicit falsum’. Sed, cum nullam propositionem 
dicat Sortes nisi istam ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, sequitur quod ista est falsa, et ex hoc 
sequitur illam non esse veram. Concedendum est igitur quod Sortes dicit falsum 
tamquam sequens ex casu, et negandum est istam propositionem ‘Sortes dicit 
falsum’ esse veram tamquam eidem repugnans. Et idem accidit universaliter in 
quocumque casu consimili, sicut discurrenti per singulos poterit apparere. 

Si autem quaeratur in isto casu quid significavit ista propositio sic dicta a Sorte 
aliter quam quod Sortes dicit falsum, huic dicitur quod respondens non habet 
istam quaestionem solvere seu determinare, quia ex casu sequitur quod ilia 
propositio aliter significat quam quod Sortes dicit falsum; sed casus non certificat 
quid illud sit; ideo non habet respondens quaesitum illud ulterius determinare. 


The following is a brief outline of the contents of our text: 


General considerations of the nature of an insoluble and its casus . Five rules 

for insolubles.pars. 1-8 

Two senses of the term ‘insoluble’. 9 

General statement of two schools of thought on insolubles. Their recon¬ 
ciliation .10-14 

Consideration of simple insolubles.15-24 

14 Heytesbury, op. cit., f. 6va. 

15 The fourth and fifth rules are of a different kind. They do not tell one how to reply in disputations 
- what is to be conceded and what denied - but rather simply state equivalences. 
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Consideration of copulative insolubles. 2 3 4 S"33 

Consideration of disjunctive insolubles.34*39 

Consideration of conditional insolubles.40-46 

Consideration of causal insolubles.47*5° 

Consideration of temporal insolubles.51-56 

Consideration of exclusive insolubles.57-61 

Consideration of exceptive insolubles.62-6$. 


The only known copy of this treatise is contained in MS Vat. Lat. 
674, ff. 115V1-117V9. It is written in a clear fourteenth-century hand, 
one column (44 lines) to the side. Marginalia are mostly indications of 
articulations in the argument. 1 have supplied the paragraph divisions 
and have normalized the orthography according to Lewis’ and Short’s 
A Latin Dictionary. The abbreviations ‘Sor’, etc., have been expanded 
to ‘ Sortes ’ rather than to ‘ Socrates ', in conformity with a mediaeval 
tradition regarding the name. 

In the interest of clarity, words and phrases in material supposition 
have been signalled by single quotation marks, in the manner that is 
now customary in philosophical writings. The MS sometimes punctuates 
with dots at these places, but the practice is not observed throughout. 

The MS has been examined in microfilm copy only. 


2 Text* 

m 

1 Circa tractatum de insolubilibus tria sunt notanda per ordinem: 
primo namque, quid sit insolubile; secundo, quot modis dicatur ‘in¬ 
soluble’ ; tertio notandae sunt aliquae regulae generales de ipsis in¬ 
solubilibus. 

2 1 Circa primum nota quod insolubile est propositio vel argu- 
mentum [di] 2 non de facili solubile, vel sic: insolubile est propositio 
vel argumentum de difficili solubile, ita quod non dicitur “insolubile” 
quod nullo modo possit solvi, sed cum difficultate solvitur .3 

3 *Circa secundum principale sciendum est quod ‘insolubile’ 


1 marg. Primum notabile. 

2 Reading uncertain. Perhaps a false start for ‘difficili’. 

3 Only a general characterization of insolubles is given here. Contrast par. 9, where two alternative 
definitions are given, corresponding to the two senses of the term ‘insolubile’. Note also that here 
the discussion is given in terms of “propositio vel argumentum”, thus including both senses of the 
term ‘insolubile’ given in par. 9. 

4 marg. Notabile. 










accipitur duobus modis: uno modo insolubile simplex, alio* modo 
insolubile compositum. Insolubile simplex est quando propositio in- 
solubilis est categorica, compositum vero quando propositio insolubilis 
est propositio hypothetica, et hoc dicitur tot modis quot modis dicitur 
compositio propositionis hypotheticae. Et haec de secundo. 

4 Circa tertium notandae sunt aliquae regulae generales. Quarum 
prima est haec: 6 quod numquam insolubile debet admitti, quando 
cum insolubili ponitur quod propositio significet (praecise)? sicut 
termini praetendunt, quia tunc de necessitate oporteret concedere 
contradictoria. 

5 8 Secunda regula: quod insolubile semper est admittendum, 
quando ponitur cum casu quod propositio significet sicut termini com- 
muniter praetendunt. Et, si postea proponatur, debet admitti. 

6 9 Tertia regula: quod insolubile positum sine casu debet ad¬ 
mitti ac si poneretur cum casu quod propositio significet sicut termini 
communiter praetendunt. 

7 I0 Quarta regula: quod quaelibet propositio insolubilis aequivalet 
uni propositioni copulativae, sicut ista ‘Sortes dicit falsum’ aequivalet 
huic ‘Sortes dicit falsum et haec est vera ‘Sortes dicit falsum”. 

8 “Quinta regula: quod oppositum cujuslibet propositionis in¬ 
solubilis aequivalet vel debet esse una disjunctiva. Et haec patet ex 
superiori. 

9 Istis habitis, nota quod ‘insoluble quandoque accipitur pro 
toto paralogismo, et tunc definitur sic 12 : “Insolubile est difficilis para- 

5 MS Ulio. 6 marg. Prima regula. 

7 The emendation is an important one. In the light of the position developed in the course of the 
treatise, it seems necessary. For, without the addition of ‘praecise’, there is no reason why the 
casus must be rejected. On the other hand, par. 9 tells us that where ‘praecise’ is included in the 
casus , “sequitur ipsam fore falsam et veram”. Without the emendation in par. 4, the author’s 
rules would not be adequate to handle this casus. Cf. also pars. 21, 23, 39. It seems that ‘praecise’ 
ought to modify ‘significet’, and not ‘praetendunt, as in par. 9. For the question is about the 
signification of the proposition, not about the precise pretensions of the terms. Cf. pars. 21, 39. 

8 marg. Secunda regula. 9 marg. Tertia regula. 

10 marg. Quarta regula. 11 marg. Quinta regula. 

12 Compare the following texts: 

(Thomas Bradwardine, Insolubilia , MS Vat. lat. 2 1 54, f. 1 3rb): 

Insolubile autem sic acceptum describitur illo modo: insolubile est difficilis paralogismus 
secundum quid et simpliciter ex reflexione alicujus actus supra se cum determinatione privativa 
proveniens... 

(Paul of Venice, op. cit. II, 15, f. i92vb): 

Decima opinio solvit insolubilia per fallaciam secundum quid et simpliciter, dicens quod 
insolubile est difficilis paralogismus propter secundum quid et simpliciter, ex reflexione alicujus 
actus supra se cum determinatione privativa vel negative proveniens. 
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logismus secundum quid et simpliciter ex reflexione alicujus actus 
super se cum dictione privativa.” Quandoque accipitur ‘insolubile’ 
pro propositione insolubili, et tunc definitur sic 1 ^: “Insolubile est 
difficilis propositio quae, si cum (casu) ponitur significare sicut termini 
praecise praetendunt, sequitur ipsa(m) fore falsam et veram.” 

10 r *Nota quod de insolubilibus sunt duae opiniones, quarum una 
ponit quod pars non potest supponere pro to to, et alia ponit quod pars 
potest supponere pro toto. 

11 ^Prima dicit quod ista propositio est falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, 
quia, per istam denotatur quod aliquod falsum dicatur (aliud) a pro¬ 
positione quam dicit Sortes, quia ‘falsum’, quod est pars propositionis, 
non potest supponere pro ilia propositione. Et ideo, quia aliam non 
dicit, ilia est falsa. 

12 l6 Secunda opinio dicit quod per ‘falsum’ non denotatur Sortem 
dicere aliquod falsum, sed solum denotatur Sortem dicere falsum. 
Ideo ilia est falsa — sufficit quod ilia dicat. 1 ? 

13 Et ilia opinio habet multa argumenta pro se, quia in ista pro¬ 
positione ‘Omnis propositio est vera’, ly ‘verum’ supponit pro ipsa 
propositione, et in ista ‘Omnis propositio est falsa’ similiter. 

14 18 Sed nota quod ambae opiniones possunt salvari, quia, ut 
‘falsum’ est pars, non supponit pro toto; sed, ut totum praedicabile 
de ilia et de aliis, supponit pro parte, et sic diversimode. 19 


13 Compare the following texts: 

(John of Holland, Insolubilia , MS Vienna, Nat. Bibl. 4698, f. 79r): 

Propositio autem insolubilis, vel insolubile, est propositio de qua fit mentio in tali casu [i.e., in 
casu de insolubili - Ed.] quae, si cum eodem casu ponitur istam praecise significare sicut termini 
praetendunt, sequitur earn esse veram et falsam. 

(William Heytesbury, op.cit ., f. 6rb): 

.. .propositio insolubilis est de qua fit mentio in casu insolubili quae, si cum eodem casu significet 
praecise sicut verbi illiijs communiter praetendunt, ad earn esse veram sequitur earn esse falsam, 
et e converso. 

14 marg. Notabile. 15 marg. Prima opinio. 16 marg. Secunda opinio. 

17 The sense of the par. is obscure. Perhaps ‘aliud’ should be read for ‘aliquod’. Or perhaps the 
contrast “aliquod falsum” - “falsum” is an allusion to the fallacy secundum quid et simpliciter. The 
two occurrences of ‘ilia’ in the second sentence presumably refer to ‘Sortes dicit falsum’ (cf. the 
last sentence of par. 11). What that proposition says suffices that it be false. The reasoning behind 
this is not given here. 

18 marg. Nota. 

19 Cf. Duns Scotus, Quaestiones super libros Elenchorum LII, Vives, v. 2, p. 7^): 

Unde ad quaestionem dicendum quod pars, inquantum pars, pro tota propositione supponere non 
potest. Et si hoc imaginatum esset, idem esset imaginari, ut parietem supponere pro tota domo. 
Sed tamen illud quod est pars, non variatum secundum significatum nec secundum modum signi- 
ficandi, potest respectu ejusdem habere rationem totius universalis. 

There is some dispute about the authenticity of this work. 
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15 Per praedicta patet falsitas quorundam sophismatum, et primo 
hujus: 20 Ponatur quod Sortes dicat propositionem ‘Sortes dicit falsum’. 
Et tunc ponatur quod termini significent sicut communiter praetendunt. 
Tunc quaeritur an Sortes dicit verum [vel] aut dicit falsum. Si dicit 
verum et Sortes solum dicit istam propositionem ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, 
igitur ista propositio est vera ‘Sortes dicit falsum’; et, si ista propositio 
(est vera) ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, sic sit sicut per ipsam significatur; et 
per ipsam significatur Sortem dicere falsum; igitur Sortes dicit falsum; 
quod est oppositum concessi. 

16 Si autem dicatur quod Sortes dicat falsum, contraarguitur sic: 
Sortes dicit falsum; et Sortes solum dicit istam propositionem ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; igitur ista propositio est falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’; 
et, si ista est falsa, aliter est quam per ipsam significatur; et per ipsam 
significatur Sortem dicere falsum; igitur non sic est quod Sorte 
dica<t> falsum; quod est oppositum primo concessi. 

17 2I Secundo probatur quod haec sit falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’. 
Et arguitur sic 22 : Sortes dicit falsum; igitur haec est vera ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; igitur sua opposita est falsa; sed sua opposita est 
‘Sortes non dicit falsum’; igitur haec est falsa ‘Sortes non dicit fal¬ 
sum’; igitur haec erit vera ‘Sortes dicit verum’. Consequentia pro¬ 
batur, quia ista est falsa ‘Sortes non dicit falsum’; et sua opposita est 
vera ‘Sortes dicit falsum’; et Sortes dicit istam propositionem ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; igitur Sortes dicit verum. 

18 23 Tertio arguitur sic: Sortes dicit istam propositionem ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; vel igitur sic est sicut per ipsam significatur vel non. Si 
sic est sicut per ipsam significatur, et per ipsam significatur Sortem 
dicere falsum; igitur ista est falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, et sic est quod 
Sortes dicit falsum; et Sortes solum dicit istam propositionem ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; igitur ista est falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’. 

19 Si autem non est sic sicut per ipsam significatur, et per ipsam 
significatur Sortem dicere falsum; igitur non est sic quod Sortes 
dicit falsum; igitur haec est falsa ‘Sortes dicit falsum’; et, per conse- 
quens, quo(d)cumque dicatur, ipsa est falsa, ut probatum est. 

20 2 *Quarto potest probari quod Sortes dicat falsum sic. Et 
ponatur quod ista propositio ‘Sortes dicit falsum’ sit a. Tunc arguitur 


20 marg. Primum sophisma. 

21 marg. Secunda probatio. 

22 MS adds an illegible mark. 

23 marg. Tertia probatio. 

24 marg. Quarta probatio. 
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sic: Sortes dicit a; sed a est falsum; igitur Sortes dicit falsum. Major 
est nota et minor; igitur etc. 2 s 

21 26 Ad illud sophisma et ad similia respondetur. Et primo, quando 
ponitur quod Sortes dica<t> istam propositionem ‘Sortes dicit falsum’, 
et quod nullus loquatur nisi Sortes, 2 ? admittendus est casus. 28 Et 
postea, quando quaeritur an Sortes dicat falsum aut verum, dicendum 
est quod Sortes dicit falsum, ita quod ista propositio est falsa. Et ad 
probationem, quando arguitur sic 2 ^: “Haec propositio est falsa ‘Sortes 
dicit falsum’; igitur aliter est quam significet; sed ipsa significat 
Sortem dicere falsum; igitur non sic est quod Sortes dicat falsum,” 
negatur consequentia. Et causa est quia stat antecedens fore verum sine 
consequente, quia stat quod aliter sit quam ipsa significet, et quod tamen 
significet falsum. Sed, si 3 o in minori ponetur quod ipsa significant 
praecise (Sortem dicere) falsum, tunc consequentia esset bona, sed 
minor esset falsa. 3 1 Et sic patet solutio primi argumenti. 

22 32 j\d secundum argumentum, quando arguitur quod, si ilia 
est falsa, sua opposita est vera, concedendum est. Et ulterius, quando 
dicatur quod ilia est sua opposita ‘Sortes non dicit falsum’, neganda est 
minor. Et causa est quia opposita ejus est una disjunctiva, ut patet ex 
quinta regula insolubilium. Et ideo neganda est ilia consequentia propter 
illam causam, quia prima aequivalet uni conjunctivae, scilicet huic 
‘Sortes dicit falsum et haec est vera ‘Sortes dicit falsum”. Et oppositum 
ejus est haec propositio ‘Sortes non dicit falsum vel haec est falsa ‘Sortes 
[non] dicit falsum’ ’. 

*3 33 Ad tertium, dicitur quod propositio est falsa. Et concedendum 
est quod sic est sicut per ipsam significatur, quia per ipsam significatur 
Sortem dicere falsum. Et ex hoc non sequitur quod ipsa sit vera, quia 
non ponitur ‘praecise’ in antecedente. Si autem poneretur, conse¬ 
quentia esset bona, et antecedens esset falsum. 34 

24 Ad quartam rationem conceditur quod argumentum est bona, 
et forma est bona, si a aequivalet proposition! categoricae. Sed, quia 

25 The argument, like the reply (par. 24) is obscure. Surely the minor is not “nota”, but rather is 
precisely what is in question. 

26 marg. Responsio prima. 

27 This stipulation is not in the original statement of the sophism. Cf. above, par. 1 g. 

28 Cf. rule 2, above, par. g. 

29 The following argument is a paraphrase of part of par. 16. 

30 interl. 

31 Cf. rule 1, above, par. 4. 

32 marg. Secunda responsio. 

33 marg. Tertia responsio. 

34 Cf. rule 1, above, par. 4. 
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aequivalet uni hypotheticae, ideo consequents non valet, quia in- 
(f. ii6r) tulit syllogismus expositorius. Et licet non sit bona, tamen 
conceditur quod a sit falsum, ut dictum est. 3 * 

25 36 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili composito, et primo de 
insolubili causa to ex copulativa. Et circa hoc tria sunt facienda: primo, 
notandum quid requiritur ad hoc quod insolubile causetur ex copulativa; 
secundo, ponenda sunt duo sophismata; tertio, respondendum est ad 
ilia. 

26 Circa primum nota quod ad formandam propositionem copu- 
lativam insolubilem, oportet quod sumatur una37 propositio necessaria 3 ^ 
et ex ilia, cum una alia quae sit falsificans totam copulativam, formetur 
una copulativa, verbi gratia, sic dicendo ‘Homo est animal et tota ista 
copulativa est falsa’, et sic de consimilibus. 

27 Circa secundum sit hoc primum sophisma: 39 p G natur quod 
ista sit conclusio ‘Homo est risibilis’. Pono tibi istam copulativam 
‘Homo est risibilis et tota ista copulativa est falsa’. Tunc quaero aut 
ista copulativa est vera aut falsa. Si tu dicis quod tota copulativa est 
vera, igitur quaelibet pars ejus erit vera; igitur secunda pars erit vera; 
et secunda pars dicit totam copulativam esse falsam; igitur tota copu¬ 
lativa erit falsa; et, per te, erat vera; igitur erit vera et non vera, quod 
implicat. 

28 Si autem dicatur quod tota copulativa est falsa, igitur ambae 
partes erunt falsae, vel una tantum. Si ambae erunt falsae, tota copulativa 
erit falsa; et sic secunda pars erit vera; et sic secunda erit falsa et non 
falsa. 

29 Si autem una pars tantum erit falsa, igitur prima vel secunda. Non 
prima, quia necessarian 0 ; igitur, secunda; igitur, ista erit (falsa) ‘Tota 
copulativa est falsa’; et, si ilia erit falsa, vel hoc erit quia utraque pars 
sit vera* 1 vel quia utraque pars sit falsa. Si primo modo, igitur ipsa erit 
vera, et, per consequens, vera et non vera. Si autem quia utraque pars 
sit falsa, igitur tota copulativa erit falsa; et, per consequens, haec erit 


33 Cf. par. 20. The reply is obscure. The argument in par. 20 is indeed an expository syllogism, 
since V is a singular term. It is not clear what difference it makes that V be equivalent to a 
hypothetical. 

36 marg. De insolubili composito. 

37 MS uno. 

38 In fact, a contingently true proposition will fit the author’s arguments just as well. 

39 marg. Primum sophisma. 

40 It is necessary because it is the conclusion (cf. par. 27) of a (demonstrative) argument. Cf. 
Aristotle, Post. Anal. I, 6, 74bjff. 

41 This makes no sense. Indeed, in the reply (par. 32), the author ignores this alternative. 
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vera ‘Tota copulativa est falsa’, et, per consequens, vera et non vera, 
quod implicat manifeste. 

30 4 2 Secundum sophisma: Ponatur quod Sortes dicat istam copu- 
lativam ‘Deus est et nullus homo dicit verum’. Et nullus alius loquatur 
nisi Sortes. Tunc quaero aut ista copulativa est vera aut est falsa. Si 
vera, igitur utraque pars est vera; igitur secunda pars est vera, scilicet 
‘Nullus homo dicit verum’; et, per consequens, Sortes non dicit 
verum; et Sortes dicit illam copulativam; igitur ilia copulativa non 
est vera; igitur, si est vera, non est vera, quod est falsum.43 

31 Si autem dicatur quod estfalsa, igitur altera pars est falsa; igitur 
prima vel secunda. Non prima; igitur secunda; igitur haec est falsa 
‘Nullus homo dicit verum’; igitur haec est vera ‘Aliquis homo dicit 
verum’; et nullus loquitur nisi Sortes; igitur Sortes dicit verum; et 
Sortes praecise dicit illam copulativam; igitur ilia copulativa est vera; 
et, si sic, igitur est vera et non vera. 

32 44 Ad primum sophisma, admittitur casus.45 Et poste<a>, quando 
quaeritur an Sortes dicit verum aut falsum, dicendum est quod ilia 
copulativa est falsa, quia altera pars est falsa. Et ad probationem, quando 
dicitur “Ilia pars est falsa; igitur tota copulativa est falsa; igitur haec 
est vera ‘Tota copulativa est falsa’”, negatur consequentia, quia stat 
antecedents fore verum sine consequente, quod tota copulativa sit falsa, 
et quod ilia pars sit falsa ‘Tota copulativa est falsa’, quia se ipsum est 
falsificans. 

33 46 Ad secundum sophisma, admittitur casus similiter,47 et dicitur 
quod copulativa est falsa, quia secunda pars est falsa. Et quando probatur, 
quia tunc opposita erit vera, concedendum est; sed ilia non est sua 
opposita ‘Aliquis homo dicit verum’, sed est una disjunctiva, videlicet 
ista ‘Deus non est vel aliquis homo non dicit verum’, et ista est vera .48 
Et hoc patet ex quarta et ex quinta regula insolubilium, ut est prius. 


42 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

43 “quod est falsum” refers to ‘non est vera’, not to the whole conditional ‘Si est vera, non est vera’. 
The latter is true. The point is that, if it is true, something false follows - and hence it is not true. 

44 marg. Responsio ad primum s(ophisma), partially cut off at the edge of the folio. 

45 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. Strictly speaking, of course, a casus is posited in par. 27. But, since 
nothing is said there about how the sentence is to signify, rule 3 is presumably applicable. 

46 marg. Ad secundum sophisma. 

47 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. 

48 As it stands, this is true but irrelevant. For the proposition cited is the contradictory neither of 
the insoluble as a whole nor of its second part. The author is probably thinking of ‘Deus non est 
vel aliquis homo dicit verum’, but this, ex casu is false. What is wanted is presumably the contra¬ 
dictory of the second part of the insoluble only. This would seem to be ‘Aliquis homo dicit verum 
vel haec est falsa: ‘Nullus homo dicit verum”. This is true in virtue of the second disjunct. 



34 49 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili formato ex propositione 
disjunctiva. Ubi tria sunt similiter notanda. Primo, quod ad formandum 
insolubile ex propositione disjunctiva, oportet quod sumatur una 
propositio impossibilis, 50 et ex ilia, cum una alia falsificante se ipsam, 
formetur disjunctiva, verbi gratia, ‘Homo est asinus vel tota ista dis¬ 
junctiva est falsa’. 

35 si Sophisma primum est istud. Ponatur quod ista sit conclusio 
tua ‘Motus non est in instanti’. Tunc pono tibi istam disjunctivam 
‘Motus est in instanti vel tota ista disjunctiva est falsa’. Tunc quaero aut 
est vera aut est falsa. Si est vera, altera pars est vera, vel ambae partes 
sunt verae. Si ambae sunt verae, igitur haec est vera ‘Motus est in 
instanti’; et haec est vera, per te, ‘Motus non est in instanti’, quae est 
conclusio tua; igitur, duo opposita sunt simul vera, quod est impossibile. 

36 Si vero una pars tantum sit vera, vel igitur prima vel secunda. 
Si prima, igitur duo opposita sunt simul vera, quod est falsum. Si vero 
secunda pars sit vera, cum secunda pars dicat disjunctivam esse** falsam, 
igitur disjunctiva est falsa; et, per consequens, pars erit falsa, quia ad 
falsitatem ejus53 sic requiritur; igitur secunda pars erit falsa; igitur 
si secunda pars erit vera, secunda pars erit falsa, quod repugnat. 

37 Si vero dicatur quod disjunctiva sit falsa, igitur utraque (pars) 
erit falsa; igitur secunda pars erit falsa; igitur aliter est quam significet; 
sed, cum ipsa significet disjunctivam esse falsam, igitur non sic erit 
quod disjunctiva sit falsa; et, cum sic sit quod ipsa sit vera vel falsa, 
igitur sic erit quod ipsa erit vera; igitur si ipsa erit (falsa), ipsa erit 
vera ,54 quod est impossibile,ss ut patet. 

38 s 6 Secundum sophisma est hoc ‘Homo est asinus vel utraque pars 
istius disjunctivae est falsa’. Et probatur et improbatur ut sophisma 
praecedens. 

39 5 7Ad primum sophisma dicitur quod disjunctiva est falsa. 
Et ad probationem, quando dicitur quod secunda pars est falsa, con- 
ceditur, et quod aliter est quam significet, et quod ipsa significat dis¬ 
junctivam esse falsam. Et ulterius, negatur ilia consequentia “igitur non 


49 marg. De (insolubili) forma(to) ex d(isjunctiva), partially cut off at the edge of the folio. 

50 In fact, any false proposition will do. 

51 MS adds De secundo denotatur (?) sophismata duo, but seems to delete it. 

32 MS est. 

53 i.e., disjunctivae ( not partis). 

54 MS falsa. Emend, and add ‘falsa* earlier in the sentence, for the sense. 

55 Cf. n. 43 and, below, n. 64. 

56 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

57 marg. Responsio. 
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sic <erit> quod disjunctiva sit falsa”.* 8 Et quod consequential sit mala 
patet, quia stat antecedens esse verum sine consequente. Sed, si in 
antecedente ponatur quod praecise 60 significet ipsam fore falsam, tunc 
consequentia esset bona, sed antecedens esset falsum. 61 Et similiter 
respondetur ad sophisma secundum, eodem negando consequentiam. 

40 62 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili formato ex propositione 
conditionali. Ubi tria similiter sunt notanda: primo, quid requiritur 
ad formandum insolubile ex propositione conditionali; secundo, po- 
nenda sunt duo sophismata; tertio, dandae sunt solutiones. 

41 Circa primum notandum quod ad formandum insolubile ex 
conditionali, oportet quod una propositio sumatur a conditione, quae, 
si est vera, sequitur ipsam esse falsam, vel ad quam sequitur oppositum 
sui ipsius. 

42 Circa secundum ponuntur (f. 1 16v) tria sophismata. 63 Sophisma 
primum est hoc ‘Aliqua propositio est quae si est vera, nulla propositio 
est vera*. Tunc quaero aut ista conditionalis est vera aut falsa. Si vera, 
igitur aliqua propositio est quae si est vera, ipsa non est vera; igitur 
si ipsa est vera, ipsa est falsa, quod est impossible. 6 * Consequentia 
est nota, et antecedens verum; igitur et consequens. 

43 Si autem dicatur quod ilia conditionalis sit falsa: Contra, 
quod ilia propositio ‘Nulla propositio est vera’ sit. Tunc arguitur sic: 
Haec propositio est aliqua propositio; et, si ilia est vera, nulla est vera; 
igitur aliqua propositio est quae si est vera, nulla propositio est vera. 
Casus est possibilis; antecedens est verum, et consequentia est bona; 
igitur et consequens est verum; igitur prima propositio vera; igitur 
etc. 

44 6 * Secundum sophisma est istud. Pono tibi istam propositionem 
‘Aliqua propositio est vera, quae si est vera, nihil est\ Et improbatur 
sicut praecedens. Et probatur eodem modo, posito quod haec propo¬ 
sitio ‘Nihil est’ sit in mente vel in scripto. 66 Et tunc fit idem argumen- 
tum, quod prius fiebat, quia ilia est, et si ilia est vera, nihil est; igitur 
etc. 

58 Cf. par. 37. 

39 MS causa. 

60 MS praecise quod. 

61 Cf. rule 1, above, par. 4. 

62 marg. De insolubili formato ex conditionali. 

63 marg. Primum sophisma. 

64 Cf. nn. 43, ss. It is “impossible” presumably because, if it were true, then some proposition 
would be both true and false. The author denies this step in his reply to the argument, par. 46. 

65 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

66 It is not clear why ‘in voce’ is omitted. 
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45 67 Tertium sophisma est hoc. Ponatur ista propositio ‘Aliquid 
est possibile quod si est verum, nihil est possibile*. Et improbatur 
eodem modo sicut praecedens. Et probatur similiter, posito quod haec 
propositio ‘Nihil est possibile* sit in scripto vel in mente. 68 

46 69 Ad ilia sophismata respondendum est, et primo ad primum. 
Admittendus est casus, 79 et concedendum est argumentum totum, quia 
illud non est impossibile - immo est verum, ut probat argumentum. 
Ex hoc tamen 71 non sequitur quod aliqua propositio sit vera et falsa, 
quia conditionalis nihil ponit. Ideo, concedendum est totum. Et similiter 
respondendum est ad secundum sophisma et ad tertium, quia illae 
propositiones sunt verae, ut patet, quia ad veritatem ipsarum nihil 
aliud requiritur nisi quod consequens includatur in antecedente. 

47 72 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili formato ex propositione 
causali. Ubi primo™ tot sunt ponenda quod <de> insolubili formato ex 
conditionali. Et primo quod ad formandum insolubile <ex> causali, 
requiritur quod sumatur una propositio cum causa, quae ad ipsam veram 
sequitur ipsam fore falsam. 

48 Secundo solvuntur 7 * aliqua sophismata. 7 sPrimum est de ista 
propositione (‘Quia ista propositio est vera) ‘Nulla propositio est’, 
nulla propositio (est)*. 76 Probatur eodem modo, et improbatur, et 
solvitur sicut insolubile de conditionali. 

49 77 Secundum sophisma, de ista propositione ‘Quia ista propo¬ 
sitio est vera ‘Nihil est*, nihil est*. Et probatur et improbatur et sol¬ 
vitur ut prius. 


67 marg. Tertium sophisma. 

68 Cf. n. 66. 

69 marg. Responsio. 

70 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. 

71 interl. 

72 marg. Notabile. 

73 Reading uncertain. 

74 MS solvitur. 

75 marg. Primum sophisma. 

76 The MS is clearly corrupt here. The sophism has been reconstructed by analogy with the other 
two examples. It is not altogether clear how the insoluble can be “proved”, “disproved” and 
“solved” after the fashion of conditional insolubles. At first sight, it would appear that, whereas 
“conditionalis nihil ponit” (par. 46), the “quia” clause in the present example does posit something 
- viz., that this proposition ‘Nulla propositio est’ is, as a matter of fact, true. If this is so, then it is 
certainly strange to say (as one must, if the insoluble is to be “solved” like a conditional insoluble) 
that the insoluble is true. It seems, on the contrary, that what the author is doing here is treating 
these causal sentences as though they were simply conditionals. In short, he seems to be assimilating 
the causal connection into a logical one. Similar remarks apply to the second and third sophisms 
in this section. 

77 marg. Secundum sophisma. 
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50 78 Tertium est de ista propositione ‘Quia ista propositio est 
possibilis et vera ‘Nihil est possible*, nihil est possibile neque verum\ 
Et probatur et improbatur et solvitur eodem modo. 

51 79 Sequitur nunc de insolubili formato ex propositione tempo- 
rali. Ubi tria ponuntur. Primo, quod ad formandum insolubile ex 
temporali, oportet sumere unam propositionem veram, et ex ipsa, 
cum una falsificante totam temporalem, formetur una temporalis, verbi 
gratia de ista ‘Homo est substantia quando tota ista temporalis est falsa’. 
Et sic de similibus. 

52 Circa secundum ponuntur duo sophismata. 8o Primum: Po- 
natur quod ista sit conclusio tua ‘Homo est substantia’. Praeterea, for¬ 
metur ex conclusione, ut dictum, una temporalis, scilicet, ‘Homo est 
substantia quando tota temporalis est falsa’. Et postea quaeritur aut 
temporalis est vera aut falsa. Si vera, igitur secunda par(s> est vera 81 ; 
et per consequens, si ipsa est vera, ipsa est falsa, ut patet ex superioribus. 

53 Si temporalis est falsa, igitur ambae partes vel una pars tantum 
est falsa. Si ambae, igitur conclusio tua falsa est. Si una pars tantum, 
igitur prima vel secunda. Si prima, igitur conclusio tua falsa. Si secunda, 
igitur aliter est quam ipsa significet; et ipsa significat temporalem esse 
falsam; igitur non sic est quod temporalis est falsa. 

54 82 Secundum sophisma: Ponatur quod Sortes dicat istam pro¬ 
positionem ‘Asinus est animal, quando nullus homo dicit verum’. Et 
ponatur quod nullus alius loquatur nisi Sortes. Tunc quaeritur aut Sortes 
dicit verum, dicendo temporalem, aut falsum. Si verum, igitur tempo¬ 
ralis est vera; igitur secunda pars est vera; igitur Sortes non dicit 
verum; igitur etc. 

55 Si temporalis est falsa, igitur prima pars vel secunda; non 
prima; igitur secunda; sed, cum ipsa significet Sortem non dicere 
verum, igitur non sic est sicut significat; igitur Sortes dicit verum , 8 3 
quod patet ex superioribus manifeste; igitur si dicit falsum, dicit verum. 

56 8 *Circa tertium, pro solutione sophismatum, dicendum est 
ad primum quod casus est possibilis. 8 $ Et poste<a>, quando quaeritur 

78 marg. Tertium sophisma. 

79 marg. Notabile. 

80 marg. Primum sophisma. 

81 Since it is already given that man is a substance (“sit conclusio tua”), the inference follows only 
if ‘quando’ is read as “when and only when”, or as “just when”. So throughout the section on 
temporal insolubles. 

82 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

83 MS falsum. Emend for sense. 

84 marg. Responsio. 

86 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. 
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aut propositio est vera aut falsa, dicendum est quod est falsa. Et ad 
probationem, conceditur quod aliter est quam significet, et quod 
significat temporalem esse falsam. Et ulterius negatur consequentia, et 
causa quare dicta est prius. Et ad secundum respondendum est eodem 
modo. 

57 86 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili formato ex propositionibus 
exclusivis. Ubi tria sunt notanda. Primo quod ad formandum insolubile 
ex propositionibus exclusivis, oportet sumere unam propositionem 
veram et unam aliam falsificantem se ipsam. Et prima, 8 ? verbi gratia, 
‘Tantum Sortes dicit verum’, posito quod Sortes dicat istam proposi¬ 
tionem ‘Deus est’, et quod nullus alius loquatur nisi Sortes. Et sic de 
similibus. 

58 Circa secundum notantur duo sophismata. 88 Primum: Ponatur 
quod Sortes dicat hanc propositionem ‘Accidens non potest esse sine 
subjecto’, et quod Plato dicat ista<m> ‘Tantum Sortes dicit verum’. 
Et nullus alius loquatur nisi isti duo. Tunc quaeritur aut Plato dicit 
falsum aut verum. Si Plato dicit verum, igitur alius a Sorte dicit verum; 
igitur non tantum Sortes dicit verum; igitur si tantum Sortes dicit 
verum, non tantum Sortes dicit verum, quod est falsum. 

59 Si vero Plato dicit falsum, et Sortes dicit verum, et nullus alius 
homo loquitur nisi Sortes et Plato; igitur tantum Sortes dicit verum; 
igitur ista propositio est vera ‘Tantum Sortes dicit verum’; et Plato 
dicit istam propositionem; igitur Plato dicit verum; igitur, etc. 

60 ooSecundum sophisma: Ponatur quod Plato dicat hanc propo¬ 
sitionem ‘Deus est’. Et Sortes dicat istam aliam ‘Solus Plato non dicit 
falsum’. Et nulli alii loquantur nisi Sortes et Plato. Tunc quaeritur simi¬ 
liter, si Sortes dicit verum aut falsum. Si verum, alius a Platone non 
dicit falsum; igitur non solus Plato dicit verum. Si falsum, et nulli alii 
loquuntur nisi Sortes et Plato; igitur solus Plato dicit verum; igitur 
ilia est vera; et Sortes dicit istam; igitur Sortes dicit verum; igitur 
alius a Platone dicit verum. 

61 91 Circa tertium solvuntur ista sophismata. Et primo ad primum 
admittitur casus . 92 Et postea, quando quaeritur aut Plato dicit verum 
aut falsum, dicitur quod Plato dicit falsum, quia dicit propositionem 

86 marg. Notabile. 

87 Presumably understand something like “Et prima propositio sit, verbi gratia, etc.” 

88 marg. Primum sophisma. 

8 * Cf. n. 43. 

90 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

91 marg. Responsio. 

92 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. 
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falsam. Et ad probationem, quando dicitur quod Sortes dicit verum, 
conceditur to turn antecedens et negatur consequentia, quia stat ante- 
cedens esse verum sine consequente. Et similiter respondetur ad se¬ 
cundum sophisma. 

62 93 Sequitur nunc videre de insolubili formato ex propositionibus 
exceptivis. Ubi tria notantur. Primum quod ad formandum tale insolubile, 
requiritur quod sumatur una propositio vera, et ex ilia, cum una ex- 
ceptiva falsificante se ipsam, sequitur formaliter argumentum, ut patet 
in exemplo. 

63 Circa secundum solvuntur duo sophismata. ^Primum est: Po- 
natur quod Sortes dicat istam propositionem ‘Homo est animal’, et 
Plato dicat istam aliam ‘Nullus dicit verum nisi Sortes’, et quod nulli 
alii loquantur nisi illi duo. Tunc quaeritur (f. ii7r) aut Plato dicit 
verum aut falsum. Si verum, igitur alius a Sorte dicit verum, quod est 
contra positum. Si falsum, igitur haec est vera ‘Nullus homo, etc’. 
Et Plato dicit illam; igitur Plato dicit verum; igitur etc. Patet ex 
superior ibus. 

64 95 Secundum sophisma: Ponatur quod Plato dicat istam pro¬ 
positionem ‘Animal rationale est homo’, et Sortes dicat istam aliam 
‘Quilibet praeter Platonem dicit falsum’, et quod nulli alii loquantur 
nisi Sortes et Plato. Tunc quaeritur aut Sortes dicit verum aut falsum. 
Si verum, igitur non quilibet praeter Platonem dicit falsum. Et, si 
Sortes dicit falsum et Sortes dicit istam, igitur ista est falsa; igitur 
sua opposita erit vera.96 

65 97 Circa tertium solvuntur ista sophismata. Et primo ad primum 
admittitur casus. 98 Et postea, quando quaeritur aut Plato dicit verum 
aut falsum, dicitur quod Plato dicit falsum, quia dicit propositionem 
falsam. Et quando arguitur quod Plato dicit verum, conceditur ante¬ 
cedens et negatur consequentia, et causa quia stat antecedens esse 
verum sine consequente, quia sta(t) quod Sortes dicat verum, et quod 
Plato falsum, et quod nulli alii loquatur, et Plato dicat illam, et tamen 


93 marg. Notabile. 

94 marg. Primum sophisma. 

95 marg. Secundum sophisma. 

96 The argument may be completed as follows: M Et suum oppositum est ‘Alliquis praeter Platonem 
dicit verum*; sed nullus alius loquitur nisi Sortes et Plato; igitur, Sortes dicit verum, quod est 
oppositum concessi.” The reply is that ‘Aliquis praeter Platonem dicit verum’ is not, in fact, 
the opposite of the proposition in question. 

97 marg. Responsio. 

98 Cf. rule 3, above, par. 6. 
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dicat falsum. Et sic respondetur ad secundum sophisma. Et sic sit finis 
de insolubilibus in ista materia. 

Expliciunt insolubilia nova et noviter compilata 
1368 Anno Domini 

Toronto 

Pontiflcial institute of mediaeval studies 
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L’Edition critique de VOvidius moralizatus 
de Bersuire 

J. ENGELS 


L ’edition critique du De Jormis Jigurisque deorum , ce chapitre limi- 
naire de VOvidius moralizatus de Pierre Bersuire, parut en 1966 1 . 
Elle annon^ait celle des quinze chapitres restants, mais pour un 
avenir pas trop rapproche. En effet, comme je le disais dans l’lntroduc- 
tion 2 , deux facteurs en entravent la parution rapide: le grand nombre de 
manuscrits, d’une part; la pluralite des versions d’autrepart. A ce jour, 
une soixantaine de manuscrits ont ete denombres, dans leur majeure 
partie signales successivement par Mario Espositos, Fausto Ghisalberti* 
et Jacques Monfrins. Le rassemblement des reproductions pour tous 
ces manuscrits, disperses dans le monde entier, a exige plusieurs 
annees. Une bibliographic extensive etant en voie d’ach&vement, je 
peux me borner pour le moment a les enumerer avec leur sigle: 


I. 

B 

Bergame, 

Bibl. civ. Phi ^(retro) 8 

2 . 

Bo 

Boulogne-sur-Mer, 

Bibl. mun. 187. 

3 - 

Br, 

Bruxelles, 

B.R. 863-9. 

4 - 

Br 2 : 


» 21944. 

£• 

Bu 

Burgo de Osma, 

Bibl. cap. 11. 

6. 

c, 

Cambridge, 

Peterh. 2.3.9. 

7 * 

c 2 

» 

Queens’ Coll. 10. 

8. 

c 3 

» 

Sidney Sussex Coll. ^6. 

9 - 

c 4 

» 

Univ. Libr. Ii. 2.20. 

10. 

Ch : 

Chantilly, 

Musee Conde 290. 

11. 

Cr : 

Cracovie, 

Bibl. Czartoryski 1315. 


1 Petrus Berchorius, Reductorium morale, Liber XV.: Ovidius moralizatus, cap. i, De formisJigurisque de¬ 
orum, Textus e codice Brux., Bibl. Reg. 863-9 critice editus, WERKMATERIAAL-3 uitgegeven 
door het Instituut voor Laat Latijn der Rijksuniversiteit Utrecht, 1966. 

2 Werkmateriaal-i , p. III. 

3 Bibliographic dans ma Note sur quelques manuscrits mythologiques, vivarium VI, pp. 102-3. 

4 V u Ovidius moralizatus ” di Pierre Bersuire, Rome, 1933, pp. £2 sw. 

5 Charles Samaran et Jacques Monfrin, Pierre Bersuire, prieur de Saint-£loi de Paris (12907-1362), 
Histoire litt&aire de la France XXXIX , pp. 434-50. Cf. vivarium II, pp. 1 14-24. 
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12. 

D 

Dublin, 

Trinity Coll. 1 15. 

1 3 * 

Dm 

Durham (Angl.), 

Bibl. cap. B. IV. 38. 

H- 

Dr 

Durham (Etats-Unis), Duke Univ. 3$. 


G 

Gotha, 

Landesbibl. Mbr. I. 98. 

16. 

H 

Hereford, 

Bibl. cap. 0 . 1 .ix. 

1 7 - 

Ho 

Holkham Hall, 

324- 

18. 

L 

Leeds, 

Sheepscar Libr. Vyner 6120. 

19 - 

Ld 

Leyde, 

Bibl. univ. Voss. Ch. F. 32. 

20. 

Lo, 

Londres, 

B.M. Old Royal i^.C.XVI. 

2 I . 

Lo 2 

rt 

„ Add. MSS. 15821. 

22. 

Lo 3 

n 

„ Harl. MSS. 1847. 

* 3 - 

M, 

Milan, 

Bibl. Ambrosiana D 66. 

2 4 . 

m 2 

n 

* » G hi. 

2£- 

Mu 

Munich, 

Bayerische Staatsbibl. Clm 3604. 

26. 

N 

Naples, 

Bibl. naz. V.D. 37. 

27 - 

o, 

Oxford, 

Bodl. Libr. 571. 

28. 

o 2 

n 

„ » 8 44 - 

29 * 

0 3 

» 

Merton Coll. 8$. 

3 °- 

o 4 

M 

» „ 299. 

3 1 • 

O s 

» 

New Coll. 191. 

32 . 

o 6 

n 

St. John’s Coll. 1 37. 

^ jbis^ 

Pa 

Paris, 

B.N. lat. 4969. 

33 - 

Pa, 

» 

» M 80 I 9 - 

34 - 

Pa 2 

n 

n n 8 °20. 

3 S- 

Pa 3 

n 

* w 8 I23. 

36. 

Pa 4 

n 

» » 82^ 3 A. 

37 - 

Pa 5 

n 

n n I 4 ^ 3 ^* 

38. 

Pa 6 

n 

* » iJHJ- 

39 . 

Pa 7 

n 

„ n 16787. 

40. 

Pag 

n 

„ n.a.l. 1830. 

4 1 • 

Pa 9 

n 

Bibl. Mazarine 3876. 

42 . 

R 

Reims, 

Bibl. mun. 1 262. 

43 - 

v, 

Rome, 

Vat. Chig. lat. H.V. 168. 

44 - 

V 2 

w 

„ lat. 6302. 

4 £- 

V 3 

n 

„ Ottob. lat. 18. 

46. 

V 4 

n 

„ Pal. lat. 159. 

47 - 

V 5 

» 

„ Ross. lat. 1136. 

48. 

Rn 

Rouen, 

Bibl. mun. 936. 

49 - 

Ro : 

: Rovigo, 

Bibl. Concordiana 187. 

50 - 

S 

: Saint-Omer, 

Bibl. mun. 662. 


2 o 





S'- 

Si 

Sienne, 

Bibl. 

com. H. VI. 23 

S 2. 

T, 

Tortosa, 

Bibl. 

cap. £0. 

£ 3 * 

t 2 

» 

n 

n 2 24. 

£ 4 * 

To 

Toulouse, 

Bibl. 

mun. 226. 

SS- 

Tr 

Trevise, 

Bibl. 

com. 344. 

g6. 

Ty, 

Troyes, 

Bibl. 

mun. 1627. 

S7* 

Ty, 

w 

w 

„ 1634- 

58 - 

Ve 

Venise, 

Bibl. 

Marciana I. 40. 

59- 

Wo, : 

Worcester, 

Bibl. 

cap. F 89. 

60. 

Wo, : 

» 


» Q 93 - 

61. 

Wr, 

Wroclaw, 

Bibl. 

univ. F 42. 

62. 

Wr, 

y> 

n 

Q 84. 


Quant a la pluralite des versions de VOvidius moralizatus, dans 
Tlntroduction au De formis figurisque deorum j’avais donne l’etat de 
la question tel qu’il se presentait en 1966. Actuellement, la connais- 
sance de 1*ensemble des manuscrits permet de faire une mise au point. 
II se confirme que le remanieur W imagine par Ghisalberti n’est qu’un 
fantome 2 . II se confirme aussi que Bersuire, a Paris, dans sa version 
definitive P, a amplifie une version de VOvidius moralizatus faite aupara- 
vant a Avignon, au moyen de VOvide moralise en vers Jrangais en meme 
temps que du Fulgentius metaforalis* . Pourtant, et contrairement a 
ce que tout le monde admettait jusqu’ici, cette version avignonnaise 
n’est pas sa version primitive dite A. En effet, force nous est d’admettre 
que Bersuire, encore a Avignon, a lui-meme modifie sensiblement sa 
version primitive, et qu’il faut distinguer deux versions avignonnaises 
A l et A 2 , dont la seconde, amplifiee, deviendra P. On n’avait pas suffi- 
samment pris a la lettre Pavertissement que Bersuire avait donne 
notamment dans le Prologue au premier livre du Reductorium: Laboro 
vero nunc haec omnia corrigendo , et semper aliquid utile in diversis locis et 
materiis aggregando. 

Cette fa^on de proceder de Bersuire amene pour la critique textuelle 
une consequence assez inattendue*: Le recours aux manuscrits des 
deux versions avignonnaises devient inoperant pour etablir le texte de 
la version definitive P. A ce point de vue, le texte operationnel elabore 
par Mile M.S. van der Bijb sur la base des cinquante-deux manuscrits 

1 Werkmateriaal- 3, pp. Ill svv. Cf. vivarium II, pp. 118-9. 

2 /fciJ., p. V. 

3 Ibid., p. IV. 

4 Ibid., p. V. 

5 VIVARIUM IX, pp. IS SW. 





qui entraient en ligne de compte pour le second chapitre de VOvidius 
moralizatusy est certes convaincant. Son experience aura done ete payante. 

L’apparat critique permet de conclure que les lemons des manus- 
crits du groupe ol y (29 mss. de la version dj) ne sont pertinentes que 
lorsqu’elles ont ete conservees dans le groupe a 2 (7 mss. de la version 
A 2 ). Mais, par la meme, elles deviennent superflues. Cela vaut aussi 
pour les lemons du groupe a 2 , lesquelles ne sont guere pertinentes que 
si elles ont passe dans P, mais par la meme deviennent egalement super¬ 
flues. Le fait est que les 16 manuscrits du groupe 7c, voire meme g a 6 
choisis parmi les meilleurs exemplaires complets, suffisent pour etablir 
un texte critique pleinement satisfaisant de la version finale P. Je sou- 
ligne: satisfaisant au point de vue critique , car independamment des 
accidents de transmission, la version P en tant que redaction , est par-ci 
par-la moins satisfaisante que la version A 2 et surtout que A x , J’ai 
montre 1 pour le premier chapitre de VOvidius moralizatus y et Fapparat 
critique de Mile Van der Bijl le confirme pour le second, que les modifi¬ 
cations que Bersuire a introduites dans ses versions successives ne sont 
pas autant d’ameliorations; loin de la. Alors, aurait-on Fidee de cor- 
riger Bersuire contre Bersuire? Evidemment non. 

Le second chapitre de VOvidius moralizatus est d’une composition 
plus simple que le premier. II consiste essentiellement dans le bref 
resume de dix-sept «fables», empruntees en principe aux Metamorphoses. 
Chaque resume est suivi de petits exposes allegoriques ou mystiques, 
contenant les diverses applications aux vertus et aux vices que le mythe 
en question peut suggerer. Bersuire reste fidele au plan qu’il s’etait 
trace, des le Prologue, pour les seize livres du Reductorium morale , celui 
de «reduire» tout Funivers a son aspect moral: les Proprietes des 
choses (I-XII 1 ); les Merveilles du Monde (XIV); les Fables des poetes 
(XV); les Personnages bibliques (XVI). Comme il Findique aussi dans 
le Prologue: la «matiere» change; mais la «forme» reste la meme. 

Les exposes sont parfois rediges a la troisieme personne (Istud potest 
allegari ... ; Aliud integumentum habet . . .), plus souvent a la deuxieme 
personne, mais alors tantot du singulier ( Vel allega fabulam ...; Vel die 
moraliter ...) et tantot du pluriel, dans ce cas souvent introduits par 
V expression Karissimi. La contradiction n'est qu’apparente, car Fim- 
peratif singulier s’adresse au predicateur en train de composer son ser¬ 
mon, tandis que les Karissimi sont ses futurs auditeurs. Les exposes 
introduits par cette expression sont des fragments paracheves destines a 


1 Werkmateriaal-iy pp. XVI svv. 
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$tre inseres tels quels dans un sermon. Ils sont construits suivants les 
preceptes des Artes praedicandi , et se terminent, d’apres les regies du 
genre, sur une «concordance», c-a-d une citation biblique qui repete 
le mot-cle de Texposition. 

Certes, aujourd’hui, l’idee d’utiliser les Metamorphoses pour etoffer 
des sermons paraitra saugrenue, et Tondoutera volontiers que beaucoup 
de predicateurs aient eu recours a Bersuire. Or, citons aussitot le nom 
de Jacques Legrand 1 (Jacobus Magni), celebre predicateur du roi Charles 
VI et dTsabeau de Bavifere, et auteur lui-meme d’un Introductorium 
sermocinandi conserve dans le ms. Bordeaux 306 2 3 * * 6 7 8 * . Cet emule de Gerson 
aimait a parsemer ses sermons de citations, directes ou indirectes, em- 
pruntees aux Metamorphoses*, et puisait ses exemples de preference au 
Reductorium *. Beltrans suppose avec raison que le manuscrit dont se servait 
Legrand etait Tactuel ms. B.N. lat. 167876, le quel setrouvait alors dans 
sa bibliotheque des Grands-Augustins a Paris, sur le quai du meme nom. 
Sans doute, Legrand etait un fervent de Bersuire. II a meme compose un 
abrege du Repertorium morale - reste inconnu des bibliographes bercho- 
riens - intitule Abbreviate dictionarii moralis-biblici PetriBerchoriP et 
conserve dans les manuscrits Paris, B.N. lat. 15137 s et Toulouse 745°. 
Faut-il considerer cet usager de Bersuire comme une exception? 

II me semble que la reponse, negative, a cette question est donnee 
par la soixantaine de manuscrits parvenus jusqu’a nous de VOvidius 
moralizatus. Certes, ce livre n’attirait pas les seuls predicateurs. Un 
professeur moraliste comme Jean de Hesdin 10 (le Gallus calumpniator 
correspondant de Petrarque), y trouvait aussi son compte. Je n’oublie 

1 Bibliographic ancienne dans A. Coville, De Jacobi Magni vita et operibus , Paris, 1889. L’etat de la 
question concemant cet auteur vient d’etre renouveld: A. Combes, Jacques Legrand , Alfred Coville 
et le “Sophilogium”, Augustiniana VII = 1957. pp. 327-48; 493-514; VIII, pp. 129-63. Fr. Roth, 
Jacques Legrand (Jacobus Magni) 11425, Augustiniana VII, pp. 313-26; id., The Epitaph of Jacques 
Legrand , ibid. f pp. 485-92. E. Beltrin, Jacques Legrand (11415) predicateur , Analecta augustiniana XXX 
= 1967, pp. 148-209. 

2 Provenant des Augustins de Bordeaux. Cat. gen. des mss. des bibl. publ. de France , Departements y 
XXIII, Bordeaux, 8°, Paris, 1894, p. 170; p. xv (noter le lapsus “Xlle si&cle”); p. xlvii. Roth VII, 
p. 321. H. Caplan, Mediaeval Artes praedicandi , A hand-list .Cornell University Press, 1934, n° 74. 

3 Beltran, pp. 171, 179, 183 e.a. 

* Beltrin, p. 202. 

3 Ibid. 

6 Pour ce ms., voir vivarium VII, p. 68. 

7 Coville, pp. 42-3. Roth, VII, pp. 322-3. 

8 Olim Saint-Victor 885; L. Delisle, B.E.C., 1869, p. 75. 

• Provenant des Augustins de Toulouse. Cat. gen. des mss. des bibl. publ. des Dep. y 4 0 , VII, Toulouse - 
Nimes , Paris, 1885, p. 439. 

10 Beryl Smalley, Jean de Hesdin , O.Hosp. S. loh. y Recherches de theologie ancienne et medievale XXVIII =* 
1961, pp. 311 sw. 
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pas Thomas de Walsingham, qui a construit ses Arcana deorum 1 a partir 
d’une version avignonnaise, ni ceux interesses par les descriptions des 
dieux dans le De formis Jigurisque deorum. Toutefois, je n’en crois pas 
moins que les ouvrages de Bersuire qui ont connu une veritable vogue 
- Y Ovidius moralizatus et le Repertorium morale (egalement une soixantaine 
de manuscrits conserves) - la devaient surtout aux predicateurs. 

11 est facile de le demontrer pour le Repertorium et ce sera une oc¬ 
casion toute trouvee pour resoudre, en terminant, un petit probleme 
reste naguere 1 2 en suspens. Pas plus que mes predecesseurs, je n’avais 
reussi a mettre la main sur les sermons de Bersuire, dont lui-meme cite 
pourtant des incipits: in sermone Laetare Hierusalem , Laetare sterilis , Haeccine 
reddis domino. La solution est pourtant a portee de la main. 11 ne s’agit de 
rien autre chose que de lemmes particulierement developpes du Re¬ 
pertorium 3 . Si le predicateur trouvait dans VOvidius moralizatus des 
fragments deja rediges, prets a etre inseres, le Repertorium mettait a sa 
disposition des sermons entierement prefabriques. 

Utrecht 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 


1 Ed. Robert A. van Kluyve, Durham, N.C., 1968. Cf. vivarium VI, pp. 65-7; 102-6. 

1 VIVARIUM III, pp. 147-8. 

3 Voir par exemple le sermon Laetare Hierusalem , s.v. Hierusalem (dans la derniere edition du 
Repertorium , IV, Cologne, 1731, pp. 271-5). Un autre bel exemple est foumi par le sermon- 
lemme Nudus (meme edition, V, pp. 126-7), lequel vient d’etre examine par William S. 
Heckscher dans The human form in contemporary art , The Duke University Museum of Art, Durham, 
North Carolina, 1971, p. 17; pp. 10-3. 
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Petrus Berchorius , Reductorium morale, liber XV: 
0vidius moralizatus, cap. ii 

MARIA S. VAN DER BIJL 


[i] [DEUCALION ET PYRRHA] 

I n noua fert animus etc. ! / a [Paris., B.N. lat. i6787 b , f. i 2 r a] 

Ponit enim Ouidius in [libro primo] 2 / 0 quod postquam mundus 
diluuio consumptus esset et solus Deucalion cum vxore Pirra 
remansissent, templa deorum voluerunt consulere quid facerent, 
[quomodop humanum genus iterum propagarent. | Isti ergo ad fluuium 
Cophei d peruenerunt eta Themis'*, diuinacionis dea, responsum super 
hoc petierunt. || Precepto igitur | dee iussi sunt quam cito recedere, 
cingula sua deponere et sua capita operire vestibus et || ossa magne 
parentis i. terre, s. lapides, iussi sunt retro proicere. Quod cum 
fecissent, visi sunt lapides duriciam suam deponere et se in [homines]* 


Sigla (cf. vivarium IX, pp. 19-21). 

Codices a, (versionis avenionensis primae) : C |p C 3 , C 4 , Cr, D, Dm, G, H, Ho, L, Lo,, Lo 2 , 

Lo 3 , Mu, N, Oj, 0 2 , O3, 0 4 , 0 5 , 0 6 , Pag, Ty,, 
Ty 2 , V 2 , V 4 , Wo„ Wr„ Wr 2 . 

Codices a 2 (versionis avenionensis secundae): B, Ro, T,, Tr, V,, V 3 , V 5 . 

Codices n (versionis parisiensis) : Bo, Br,, Ch, Ld, M,, Pa,, Pa 2 , Pa 5 , Pa 6 , Pa 7 , Pa 9 , 

R, Rn, S, T 2 , To. 

| || abest semper in a,, plerumque in a 2 . 


1 capitulum primum add. in marg. Pa 7 ; primus liber metamorphoseos et secundum capitulum add. Pa g . 

2 in isto secundo Pa 7 . 

2 quo nc (ue) in Pa 7 e.a. codd. n. 

4 -s omn. codd. n. 

6 Br, M x Pa s R] hominem cet. codd. n. 

a Met. I, 1. - Nous suivons l’edition critique avec varia lectio abondante dc H. Magnus, Berlin, 

1914. 

Pour ce ms., voir vivarium VII, p. 68. 
c Met. I, 313-41 g. 
d “Cephisidas undas”. 


25 



transformare; sicque de lapidibus homines creantur 1 et de hiis [quos] 2 
vir iecerat masculi, de hiis vero [quos] 2 iecerat vxor femine generantur. 
Quia ergo humanum genus de lapidibus factum est, ideo corda lapidea 
naturaliter nobis insunt, mentesque nostre, ut ait, in malo faciliter 
indurescunt. r Inde\ inquit, r genus durum sumus experiensque ma- 
loruiTps/a. | Aduerte autem quod illud diluuium in Tesalia inundauit, 
et quod ibi to turn genus humanum, preter Deucalionem et Pirram 
vxorem suam, consumpserat. Qui s. in montem Parnasum inter ipsa duo 
cacumina altissima in nauiculam ascendentes se liberauerunt et post 
genus humanum de se propagauerunt. || 

Istud potest allegari quod Deus quandoque mirabiliter de peccato- 
ribus facit iustos. Constat enim quod diluuium viciorum quasi iamtotum 
genus humanum consumpsit et ideo, quia iam totus mundus est iustis 
hominibus spoliatus, quia s. per peccatum et per prosperitatis diluuium 
iam omnes innocenciam amiserunt, necesse est ut Deucalion i. Xristus, 
ex ipsis lapidibus i. duris peccatoribus, iustos faciat ipsosque per peni- 
tenciam viuificet et componat. | Luc IIII[3]: r Dic ut lapides isti panes 
fiant\|| 4 Sed quomodo hoc facits ? Pro certo [ipsos] 6 lapides retro se 
proiciendo i. ipsos duros peccatores, [f. i2 v a] qui s. dicuntur proprie 
ossa terre in quantum sunt [terrenip et auari, tribulacioni et paupertati 
subiciendo et post [dorsum] 8 obligacionis sue in presenti ponendo | et 
quasi de eis non curando || 4 - Ps : r Nunc autem repulisti et detraxisti 1b ; 
r conuertisti post tergum tuum nc ; r conuertisti nos retrorsum post inimi- 
cos nostros, et qui oderunt nos diripiebant sibi 1d -, quia reuera sepe 
fit quod homo | durus,|| 4 lapideus et obstinatus ex tali deiectione | et 
postposicione || 4 et tribulacione, penitere compellitur et in se per 
contricionem mollitur | et sic|| 4 in hominem i. in personam racionalem | 
per graciam et penitenciam transformatur || 4 . Luc. [ 111 , 8 ]: r Potens est 
enim Deus de lapidibus istis suscitare filios Abrahe\ 

1 creati sunt a,. 

2 Pa 5 R] que cet. codd. n. 

3 laborum V 5 ; Pa g . 

4 abest in a ,. 

* fit a, Pa s R. 

6 ipso Pa 7 . 

1 0 S Wr x ; Tr; Bo M x SJ terrei cet. codd. 

8 deorsum Pa 7 e.a. codd. n. 

* Met. I, 414. 

b Cf. Ps. XLIII, 10. 
c Cf. Eze. XXIII, is- 
d Cf. Ps. XLIII, 11. 
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Vel allega fabulam 1 quod illi qui de lapidibus fiunt homines i. qui 
de rusticis hunt nobiles uel magnates, seu qui de pauperibus fiunt 
diuites, uel qui de humilibus fiunt potentes, sicut sunt illi quos Deus 
post tergum proicit | et, de quorum salute desperans, ipsos sue voluntati 
exponit|| 2 et [inp peccatis suis prosperari permittit. Tales, dico, 
semper solent primam naturam sapere et racione sue prime originis 
rudes, crudeles, |duri|| 2 et illiberales manere | et lapideam duriciam 
in suis cordibus retinere || 2 . lob [XLI, i$]: r Cor eius indurabitur quasi 
lapis 1 . 

| Vel die moraliter iuxta exposicionem quam inueni in rithimis 
gallicis a , quod diluuium significat habundanciam et submergium vicio- 
rum; quod pro certo qui vult euadere, debet in montem Parnasum i. 
in contemplacionis celsitudinem ascendere, inferiora contempnere et 
de celestibus cogitare et inter duo perfectionis cacumina et inter duo 
caritatis precepta, manere. Tandem ad fluuium Cephei i. ad lauacrum 
baptismi per lacrimas debet accedere et post ad deam diuinacionis i. 
ad verbum Dei audiendum, transire; tandem debet cingulum viciorum 
dimittere, caput mentis per timorem et humilitatem tegere, lapides 
[i] 4 duriciam cordis, deponere et sic in se ipso poterit homines i. motus 
racionales, reparare et mundi i. se ipsum qui minor mundus dicitur, 
virtutibus propagare. Eze XXXVI[2 6; 2^]: r Auferam cor lapideum de 
carne vestra et dabo vobis cor carneum; effundam super vos aquam 
mundam, etc.\|| 


[ii] [daphne]* 3 

Cum diluuio recedente*/ 0 terra humida multa animalia enormia 
creauisset, accidit quod Phitonem serpentem maximum creauit, quern 
Phebus suis sagittis occidit 6 . Propter quod, dum superbiret et gloriaretur 
eo s. quod Phitonem serpentem istum magnum occiderat et sagittauerat 


1 allega fabulam] die a, M 

2 abest in a t . 

3 inde Pa 7 e.a. codd. n. 

4 ac M x ; ad cet. codd. n. 

5 capitulum ii add. in marg. Pa 7 , 

6 interfecit a, M x . 


a De Boer I, 2185-364. Cf. vivarium II, p. 97. 

b Pour cette fable, voir W. Stechow, Apollo und Daphne , Leipzig/Berlin, 1932 (Darmstadt, 1965); 
Yves F. A. Giraud, La fable de Daphne. Geneve, 1969. 
c Met. I, 416-542. 
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- qui ita erat magnus quod tria terre iugera occupabat -, incepit con- 
tempnere Cupidinem filium Veneris et ei inuidere de hoc quod sagittam 
et archum portabat, dicens quod ad hoc nullus preter eum [f. i 2 v b] 
dignus erat qui tantum serpentem occiderat. Item Cupido aduertens quod 
Phebus [Dane] I / a pulcherrimam virginem amabat, duas sagittas suasacce- 
pit, vnam cum telo aureo quam in corde Phebi infixit, que s. amorem 
accendebat, alteram cum telo plumbeo qua [Dane] 2 percussit, et ista 
amorem fugere faciebat. Et sic factum est quod ex tunc Phebus non 
cessauit post [Dane] 2 currere, ipsa vero ex tunc non cessauit Phebum 
fugere, ita quod quanto Phebus virginem magis sequebatur et exorabats, 
tanto virgo ipsum magis fugiebat | et contempnebat ||* et abhorrebat. 
Ista enim virginitatem vouerat et virum habere perpetuo non volebat. 

Iste Phebus, karissimi, significat quosdam [dep virtutibus gloriantes, 
qui sunt in seculo et in claustro. Serpens iste significat carnem 6 que 
[venenop deliciarum suarum premit et occupat totum mundum, quia 
pro certo multi sunt hodie qui quando possunt preualere contra ser¬ 
pentem i. contra carnem venenosam, exinde superbiunt [in] 8 tantum 
quod Cupidinem deum amoris i. amorem carnis et sectatores ipsius, 
abhorrent et vilipendunt | et maxime iuuenes lasciuos et curiosos ||, non 
considerantes propriam fragilitatem, sed gloriantes se habere castitatem, 

| abhominantes 0 omnem alienam iuuenilem societatem ||*. Sed, pro 
certo, dico quod tales Deus volens humiliare illos, sagittis i. carnalis 
amoris | punctura||, vulnerari permittit et ad amandum mulierum 
delicias eos laxat, ut sic s. sue carnis condicionem cognoscant [et] 10 
peccatores alios non contempnant | et ut de virtute castitatis non super- 


1 dane (danem, danam) plerique codd. a, et a 2 ; M l Pa q ] danphne G; daphne N 0 5 ; daphiram 
(daphire) Mu Pa% V 4 Wr 2 ; dyanam cet. codd. n. 

2 Cf. n. i, sed Pa 2 : dapnam. 

3 precabatur a I# 

4 abest in a,. 

5 om. Pa 7 . 

6 crucem Bo S. 

7 Cr G N J ventre cet. codd. 

8 plerique codd.] et Pa 7 . 

’ abhorrentes M x Pa s R. 

10 ne Pa 7 . 

* Pour la confusion, constante au moyen age, entre Daphne et Danae, voir par exemple la rubrique 
De phebo et dane en marge de Met. I, 4^2 dans le ms. Vat. lat. 1479, f. s$ r ; de meme les deux ru- 
briques De Phebo et Dane et De love et Dane dans les Integumenta Ovidii de Jean de Garlande, ed. F. 
Ghisalberti, Rome, 1933, p. 43; p. 54. 
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biant nec presumanty 1 , exemplo bead Petri, qui alios contempnens| 
et nimis de se presumens || dixerat: r Et si omnes scandalizati fuerint 
in te, ego nunquam 1 [Mt XXVI, 33], qui tamen Deo permittente vilius 
cecidit quam aliquis aliorum. Deus enim, sicut dicitur Iudith VI [15] : 
r Deus presumentes [de] 2 se et de sua virtute gloriantes, humiliat 1 . 

Vel die quod Phebus significat mundane glorie appetitores, qui 
quando Phitonem occidunt i. quando aliquod laudabile fecerunt, summe 
superbiunt et gloriantur et exinde ad contempnendum alios animantur. 
[Dane] 3 ergo pulcherrima puella i. mundi gloria, a talibus adamatur, 
ita quod ipsam quantum possunt continue insequuntur, sicut patet de 
militibus qui pro ista habenda [circueunt]^ guerras et torneamenta, 
[de]s ypocritis qui pro ista habenda paciuntur penitenciam et tormenta, 
de clericis qui pro ista habenda dimittunt patriam et delectamenta, de 
j auaris et || ! ambiciosis qui pro mundi gloriam habenda adhibent omnia 
blandimenta. Nichil enim est delectabilius eis quam sit ista puella, nichil 
sua forma speciosius, nichil suis membris appetibilius. Sicut enim 
Phebus, ut dicitur ibidem a , pre desiderio membrorum [f. 1 3 r a] [Dane] 3 
pulchritudinem nominabat ipsamque ad suum amorem humiliter ap- 
pellabat, sic et isti. Ista enim habet diuersa membra appetibilia s. caput 
i. altitudinem honoris; brachia i. amplexus amoris; ventrem i. affectus 
deliciarum; oculos i. aspectus scienciarum; capillos i. successus diui- 
ciarum. Ista enim Phebo i. vanigloriosis, placent; ista summe desiderant 
et affectant, | post istam infatigabiliter sequuntur et in ea iugiter medi- 
tantur||. Mt VIII: r Sequimini earn quocumque introierit 1b . 

Sed quid? Pro certo, de Dei disposicione fit quod ista [Dane] 3 
i. mundi gloria, tales sui immoderatos appetitores 6 fugiat | ipsosque 
respuat H 1 et contempnat,| quia vere vix fit quod talis glorie appetitores 
gloriam habeant. Quinymo quanto magis earn querunt, tanto ipsam 
minus et tardius comprehendunt H 1 . Ecci XI [10]: r Si sequaris non com- 
prehendes 1 , quia sicut dicit Hugo 7 / 0 : r Hec est glorie gloriosa proprietas 
quod appetitores suos fugiat et appetat contempnores 1 . 


1 abest in a t . 

2 om. ?a 1 . 

3 Cf. supra , p. 28, n. 2 . 

4 circuerunt Pa 7 ; vadunt ad a,. 

* om. Pa 7 . 

6 amatores a,. 

7 de sancto victore add. Pa i . 

a Met. I, 497-£o 2. b Cf. Mt. VIII, 19. c Cf. vivarium III, p. i6j. 
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[iii] 


Dicit Ouidius libro primo a quod [Dane] 1 pulcherrima puella nimis 
fatigata fugiendo Phebum, qui earn | incessabiliter sequens || corrumpere 
volebat, volens virginitatem suam seruare | sicut patri suo b promiserat 
se seruaturam 2 , cum amplius pre lassitudine fugere non valeret ||, ro- 
gauit Tellurem [deamp terre ut illam pulcritudinem auferret sibi que 
erat causa et occasio tanti doloris, et sic [ista dea misertap eius mutauit 
earn in laurum. Nam subito pedes eius qui leues valde fuerant, conuersi 
sunt in radicem, pellis conuersa est in corticem, brachia in ramos et 
sic laurus effecta Phebi cupidinem euasit, et virginitatem quam vouerat, 
custodiuit. 

Phebus iste, karissimi, potest significare dyabolum, [Dane] 1 ani- 
mam xristianam, quia procul dubio dyabolus istam virginem, animam, 
per temptaciones persequi non cessat ut [eamp per malum consensum 
sibi coniungat et per peccatum destruat et corrumpat. Sed quid? Pro 
certo ipsum debet fugere, occasiones peccati et [temptaciones] 6 vitando 
et | si illud non sufficiat || debet rogare Deum terre s. Xristum, quod 
earn de manibus istius Phebi eripiat, formam aliam | s. religionis habi- 
tum || sibi dando et sic pro certo debet fieri laurus i. persona religiosa, 
uirtuosa et perfecta, pedes vanorum gressuum radicaliter figendo, cor¬ 
ticem penitencie induendo et ramos bonarum affectionum acquirendo et 
virorem conuersacionis [honestep nunquam perpetuo deponendo. Sic 
enim mutata istius Phebi cupidinem non timebit et virginitatem i. 
integritatem mentis, perpetuam retinebit. Vnde Ioh. XX[i4] dicitur de 
Magdalena quod r conuersa retrorsum vidit Ihesum 1 . 

| Vel si vis allega de beatis virginibus Agnete, Agatha, Cecilia, 
Katerina et Margareta c , que amatores suos velut stercora contempserunt 
et ab eorum connubio refugere et in lignum pro virginitate seruanda 

1 Cf. supra, p. 2 8, n. 2 . 

2 secundum naturam add. Pa s R. 

3 G Mu N Pa g V 4 Wr^\ deum cet. codd. 

4 Pa 8 Wrj\ dii isti miserti G N; iste (ille) deus misertus cet. codd. 

5 eum Pa 7 . 

^ a,] temptacionem a 2 ; -um n. 

a i om. cet. codd. 

7 

» Met. I, £ 43 -£ 2 * 
b Voir infra, p. 32, ligne 23. 

c Agnes Romae (BHL, n°s 156-67); Agatha Catanae (BHL, n°s 133-40); Caecilia Romae (BHL, 
n°s 1495-500); Catharina Senensis (BHL, n®s 1702-9); Margarita alias Reparata, dicta Pelagius 
(BHL, no 5323). 


30 



mutate fuerunt, in quantum vitam humanam perdiderunt [f. 13 r b] 
et corpora sua sicut truncum ligneum reliquerunt. \\ l 

Vel allega de multis virginibus que pulcritudinem corporis propter 
quam sequebantur, dampnauerunt, 2 sicut dicitur accidisse in Anglia de 
quadam virgine, quam cum rex patrie summe vellet habere ipsamque 
incessanter rogaret, peciit ab ipso quid erat illud quod tantum in ea 
diligebat. Rex vero asseruit pulcritudinem oculorum suorum tantum 
diligere. 111a [autem domump pergens oculos sibi eruit et regi, ut se- 
daret eius concupiscenciam, transmisit a . Iste enim audierant* illud Ecci 
XXI[2]: r Quasi a facie colubri fuge peccatum 1 , | figurate* in ilia muliere, 
Apo XII[ 14], cui date sunt ale due aquile ut a facie drachonis insequentis 
fugeret et ut in solitudinem se saluaret |p. 

| Vel die quod ista [Dane] 6 naturam humanam significat, quam s. 
Appollo, deus sapiencie i. Xristus, sapiencia Dei patris, percussus telo 
Cupidinis qui deus erat amoris i. inflammatus feruenti et inextinguibili 
caritatis amore, a principio summe dilexit et eius allectus [pulcritudinep 
eius connubium concupiuit et eius copulam, que fit per graciam, re- 
quisiuit. Ipsa tamen istum amorem vilipendens per errores et vicia 
ab eo fugiit, sed tandem per beatam incarnacionem ab eo comprehensa, 
in laurum i. in honestatis decorem et in sacre fidei virorem, se mirabiliter 
mutauit, quam tunc iste Phebus, Xristus, per caritatem amplexatus 
pluribus beneficiis insigniuit. 

Vel die quod ista puella est synagoga quam deus sapiencie, Xristus, 
summe diligens [et] 8 propter earn sibi coniugendam et ad fidem conuer- 
tendam de celo usque ad Iudeam ipsam personaliter persequens, ab ipsa 
fuit omnino contemptus et sermo sue predicacionis ab [eap non auditus. 
Quinymo ipsa [Dane] 6 , synagoga, sibi fuit in laurum mutata in quantum 
ab ipsa pro eo crucifigendo crux lignea fuit preparata. Istam ergo ar- 
borem laurum i. sancte crucis lignum, ipse Phebus, Xristus, [specialiter] 10 


1 abest in a t . 

2 M x Pa s Pa 7 R T 2 To] deponunt a l ; deprauauerunt cet. codd. 

3 a, a 2 ] accedit ad domum Bo S ; accedit domi cet. codd. n. 

4 Iste audierant] ista audierat a x a 2 Ld Pa 5 Pa 6 R. 

* figurata a 2 Pa 5 Pa 6 R. 

6 danes Pa Q ; dana M x ; dapna Pa 2 ; dyana cet. codd. n. 

1 pulcritudinem Pa 7 . 

* om. Pa 7 . 

9 Br x Pa x Pa 5 J eo cet. codd. n. 

10 spiritualiter Ch; finaliter Pa 7 . 

a Voir pour ce type of tale, F. C. Tubach, Index exemplorum , A handbook of medieval religious tales, 
Helsinki, 1969, no 4744 b . 
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sibi vendicat et multis priuilegiis earn ditat et ipsam personaliter 
amplexatus virore et vigore ipsius fidem et pulcritudinem perpetuo 
ordinat atque mandat - vide in paragrapho sequenti a Ier [XVII 1 , 8]: 
r Erit folium eius viride nec aliquando desinet facere fructum 1 . 

Vel die quod ista est beata Virgo que Deo patri suo virginitatem 
vouerat et tamen de Dei filio est amata et tandem in laurum semper 
virentem est mutata, inquantum viror sue virginitatis viret et durat, in 
puritate perpetua conseruata b . 

Vel die de Cupidine, qui duplici telo erat armatus, quod iste est 
Deus amoris, Dei filius quia s., sicut dicitur i Ioh [IV 2 , 8], r Deus caritas 
est" 1 . Sagitte ipsius sunt diuina mandata, duplici s. penna impennata i. 
in duplici caritate fundata. Sed reuera de istis telis vnum erat acutum et 
aliud obtusum, in quo s. notatur quod aliqua sunt mandata affirmatiua, 
alia negatiua; prima sunt boni amoris inflammatiua, secunda sunt 
[f. i 3 v a] mail amoris repressiua c . 

Vel die litteraliter quod Danes fuit quedam nobilis puella que fu- 
giendo cuiusdam malum amorem, qui Phebus dicebatur, est mortua et 
sub lauro quadam sepulta, et sic mutata in laurum ab aliis* fuit ficta d . 
Quod ad synagogam pertinet que, quia Xristum fugiit, ideo sub lauro i. 
sub cruce, sepulta dicitur, in quantum per crucem et crucis virtutem 
synagoge potencia deficit et sopitur. IIII Reg IX[ 34]: r Sepelite earn quia 
filia regis est 1 . 

Aliud autem integumentum e habet quod Peneus pater Danes est 
quidam fluuius Thessalie in cuius ripis, quia laurorum multitudo erat 
quas ibi sol de humore generabat, fictum est quod Phebus Penei filiam 
i. humorem, amabat; occasione cuius laurus [proueniebat] 6 . 

Vel die quod Cupido est luxuriosus qui, licet sit Veneris filius et 
lasciuus, sagittas tamen diuinorum eloquiorum portat, de quo tamen 


1 24 Pa 7 et plerique codd. n. 

2 Br,] III cet. codd. n. 

3 dyana Bo Br, Ld Pa x Pa 5 S To; dana M x ; danes uel dane Pa q . 

4 poetis M x Pa s . 

5 dyane Bo Br, S. 

6 perueniebat Pa 7 . 

a P- 33 , l»g n es 6-15. 
b De Boer I, 3216-60. 
c De Boer I, 3320-30. 
d De Boer I, 3075-108. 

e De Boer I, 3067-74. - Pour la notion d ' integumentum, voir E. Jeauneau, La lecture des auteurs 
classiques a VEcole de Chartres durant la premiere moitie du Xlle siicle , dans Classical influences on European 
culture , A.D. 5 OO-l £00 , Cambridge, 1971, pp. JOO-i. 
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Febus noster, Xristus, ipsum indignum iudicat et contra eum in Psalmo 
[XLIX, 16-8] sic clamat infra 1 : r Peccatori autem dixit Deus: Quare 
tu enarras iusticias meas?\ et: r Tu vero odisti disciplinam, et cum 
adulteris porcionem tuam ponebas etc.\|| 

[iv] 

Laurus [que] 2 alio modo dicitur [daphnesp/a, pro eo forte quod 
Dane* in laurum est mutata, est arbor quam sibi Phebus | i. sol ||s 
apropriauit et quam osculatus et amplexatus tenerrime adamauit, ip- 
samque specialibus priuilegiis insigniuit. Voluit enim quod de lauro 
fierent sibi corone, cithare et sagitte; voluit quod victores [lauro] 6 coro- 
narentur; voluit quod lauro domus imperatorum, et eciam quercus 
et alie sibi vicine arbores, a fulmine tuerentur, quia s. teste Plinio b 
sola laurus inter arbores non fulminatur; voluit insuper quod coma 
istius arboris nunquam deponeretur, sed quod viror eius perpetuo 
videretur, sicut ponit Ouidius libro primo c . 

Karissimi, ista laurus significat crucem que pro certo fuit arbor 
Phebo i. Xristo, Soli iusticie, dedicata et ab eo corporaliter amplexata. 
Ista enim debet esse nobis pro corona honoris et gloriacionis, pro ci- 
thara laudis et graciarum actionis, pro sagitta verbi Dei et sante pre- 
dicacionis, pro gloria victorie cuiuslibet temptacionis, pro tutela ful- 
minis diuine sentencie et eterne dampnacionis et, quod plus est, pro 
virore eterne glorie et future saluacionis. Ista enim omnia in cruce in- 
ueniuntur | ab illis qui in ea confidentes protectioni ipsius commit- 
tuntur II s , de quo Iohannes Crisostomus: r Crux est Xristianorum spes, 
Romano rum? victoria, cecorum dux, conuersorum via, claudorum 
baculus, pauperum consolatio, arbor resurrectionis, lignum vite eterne 1d . 


1 om. Bo Br, M x Pa s R S. 

1 Bo Br x M x Pa x Pa 5 R SJ qui cet. codd. n. 

* L Lo x 0 5 Wo i] danphne G; danphe N ; daphneus H Lo 3 0 3 ; daphire Pa 8 Wr 2 , -us Mu y -eus V 4 ; 
daffius V 2 ; daphe(n)us cet. codd. a x ; draffus T x ; daffereus 7 >; dafius V x ; dafius cet. codd. a 2 , omn. 
codd. n. 

4 danphne G; danphne N; daphnes 0 5 ; daphyre Mu Pag V A Wr 2 ; dana Tr; M x ; dyana Br x . 

5 abest in a x . 

6 a x Pa s R] om. cet. codd. 

7 preliorum G N; prauorum cet. codd. a x ; pugnatorum a 2 . 

a Cf. Myth. Ill (Bode, p. 201, 43-5). Cf. vivarium II, p. 76. 
b Hist. nat. II, lvi. 
c Met. I, ££3-67. 

d /n sanctum crucem , Migne, PG £o y col. 819. — Voir J. A. de Aldama, Repertorium pseudochrjsostomicum , 
Paris, 196$, n° 494. 
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[v] [gigantes] 

Narrat Ouidius libro primo a quod Gigantes affectauerunt regnum 
celeste, et ideo ut ad celum possent attingere coniecerunt et aggrauerunt 
montem 1 supra montem 1 et ita inaltauerunt [f. 13 v b] habitacionem suam 
quod quasi ad sydera attingebant. Sed summus deorum, Iupiter, istud 
videns fulmine de celo misso montes istos subuertit et corpora gigantea 2 
subtus oppressit et terram eorum sanguine humectauit. | Isti autem 
Gigantes Tytanni^ fuerunt dicti, qui habere pedes serpentinos fuerunt 
ficti, qui eciam alio modo fuerunt terrigene appellate. 

Ad litteram autem isti fuerunt quidam potentes, qui contra Iouem 
in terra congregato exercitu pugnauerunt. Sed quia Iupiter et sui oc- 
cupauerunt montes, isti vero in valle remanserunt, et ut ascenderent 
ad Iouem, turres et machinas construxerunt: ideo montes aggregare 
dicti sunt. Quia eciam contra montes repere contendebant, ideo pedes 
serpentinos habuisse ficti fuerunt. Iupiter uero in monte, tanquam deus 
superius in celo, manere fingitur, et quia lapidibus de monte ruentibus 
obruit illos de valle, ideo ipsos fulminasse de celo dictus fuit c . || 

Reuera, karissimi, tales Gigantes sunt hodie tyranni diuites et 
auari, quibus s. non sufficit esse in statu suo nec in statu subiectionis 
et humilitatis, ymo in celum, ad statum alte prelacionis et domina- 
cionis, summe nituntur ascendere et volare, [sicut]* patet in ambiciosis 
etc. Ysa XIIII [13 ; 14]: r Ascendam in celum supra astra celi et exaltabo 
solium meum; similis ero Altissimo 1 . Istud eciam patet in auaris qui 
cupiunt fieri milites, iudices | et bailliui ||s et locum celi i. alte iuri- 
dictionis, summe cupiunt occupare. Sap XVIII[i6]: r Vsque ad celos 
attingebat stans in terra" 1 . Et ideo tales ut illud melius faciant et optine- 
ant, aggregant hodie montes ad montes, prata ad prata, domos ad 
domos, et sic de aliis, contra quos Ysa V[8]: r Ve qui coniungitis domum 
ad domum, agrum agro copulatis 1 . Non cessant enim hodie auari et 
ambiciosi 6 diuicias aggregare ut sic eis mediantibus possint celum i. 


1 montes a x a 2 . 

2 gigantum (-ium) Pa g et plerique codd. a 1 a 2 . 

2 Pa 7 ] tyranni cet. codd. n. 

4 sed Pa 7 . 

5 abest in a,. 

6 auari et ambiciosi] auaricia et ambicio a lm 
c Met. I, 151-5. 

to Myth. Ill (Bode, p. 156, 30-4). - Cf. Werkmateriaal-$> pp. 35-6, lignes 36 sqq. 
a Cf. De Boer I, 1101-35. 
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mundanam celsitudinem, optinere. | Repere enim et sursum velle 
ascendere non cessant, et ideo serpentinam maliciam representant. 
Deos enim de celis i. iustos de suis officiis, nituntur detrahere et contra 
eos eciam bella facere ut sic ipsi possint loco eorum in altis mundi 
officiis conregnare. || 

Sed quid? Pro certo, Iupiter summus deus quandoque talibus 
occulte emittit fulmen i. suam subitam sentenciam per mortem uel 
insperatam tribulacionem, ipsosque montes i. eminenciam sui status, 
destruit et prostemit et eos a sua vana opinione retardat | et impedit ||i 
et terram circumiacentem i. patriam, sanguine sue infame mortis et 
dampnacionis imbuit et remollit. Ps [CV, 38]: r lnterfecta est terra in 
sanguinibus eorum 1 . 

| Vel die quod celum est ecclesia quam tyranni impugnare non 
cessant et serpentinis pedibus i. maliciosis affectibus, repere contra 
ipsam. Ista tamen [f. i4 r a] salua remanet et saluatur et a Ioue, Deo, 
deffenditur. Ipsi vero in infernum corruunt et dampnantur et diuina 
sentencia fulminantur. || 

[vi] 

Dicit Ouidius libro primo a quod cum Iupiter fulminasset Gi- 
gantes, de sanguine eorum nati sunt alii Gigantes qui peiores facti sunt 
quam erant patres sui. Nam quia de sanguine erant nati, sanguinem 
ideo naturaliter siccierunt, numina superna contempserunt et cunctis 
molesti et violenti fuerunt, propter quod postmodum | diluuio || 
perierunt. r Contemptrix 1 , inquit, r superum auidissima cedis fuit ut ex 
sanguine nata fuit ilia propago lb . 

Reuera, karissimi, sic accidit multociens in hoc mundo. Constat 
enim quod Deus sepe fulminat, occidit et dampnat malos Gigantes i. 
superbos et peccatores, sed vere de genere et sanguine suo nascuntur 
aliquociens alii Gigantes i. mali filii et imitatores, qui in locum pre- 
decessorum patrum insurgunt, qui malam eorum mortem uel depres- 
sionem non metuunt nec attendunt, sed velut nati ex sanguine i. ex 
parentibus sanguinolentis, sanguinem crudelitatis siciunt, superna nu¬ 
mina s. Deum et sanctos, contempnunt. De malis enim parentibus 2 


1 abest in a 1 , 

2 patribus plerique codd. a x . 


a Met. I, 1 56-62. 
b Cf. Met. I, 160-2. 
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mali filii faciliter generantur, quia patrem sequitur sua proles. Et isti 
ut sanguinea proles in sanguine delectantur; per ipsos | boni || homines 
molestantur, propter quod summus deus Iupiter ad iram prouocatur 
et eisdem dampnacionem perpetuo comminatur. ler VII 1 [2 6]: TPeius 
operati sunt quam patres eorum 1 ; [Num XXXII 2 , 14]: r Vos surrexistis 
pro patribus vestris, incrementa et alumpni hominum peccatorum 1 . 

| Vel potest allegari contra bailliuos qui quamuis a Ioue i. a prin- 
cipibus et prelatis, videant predecessores suos propter eorum excessus 
fuisse destructos et adnichilatos, fulminatos, oppressos et exheredatos, 
quandoque insuper suspensos et dampnatos, ipsi tamen ex hoc non sunt 
meliores, sed ut communiter precedentibus sunt peiores, et ideo pena 
consimili moriuntur. |p 

Istud eciam potest allegari generaliter de omnibus malis, quia vero 
mors et punicio predecessorum non est correccio malignorum. Vnde 
Prou [XXVII 4 , 22]: r Si [contuderisp stultum quasi in pila tipsanas, non 
recedet ab eo stulticia sua" 1 . 


[vii] [concilium deorum] 

r Est via sublimisX 

Dicit Ouidius libro primo b quod Iupiter deus celi quadam die omnes 
alios deos ad consilium conuocauit, et dicitur ibi quod dii vocati statim 
ad domum Iouis, ad tectum regale, ad celeste pallacium [conuenerunt] 6 . 
Verumptamen non per quamcumque viam, ymo dicit quod [veneruntp 
ad Iouem per vnam viam specialem que erat sublimis, que erat manifesta, 
que erat Candida, que eciam vocabatur lactea. r Lactea\ inquit, r nomen 
habet, candore notabilis ipso; [hac] 8 iter est superis' 0 . 

Et reuera talis via videtur esse ilia via per quam peruenitur ad 
paradisum. Constat enim quod Deus celi [continue^ vocat deos spiri- 
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tuales i. 1 viros iustos | et perfectos || 2 , ad suum secretum consilium, ad 
celi domicilium et ad habitaculum paradisi. | [Ps LXXXI, i]: r Deus 
enim stetit in synagoga deorum 12 , [et sequiturp || [Ps XLIX,i]: r Deus 
[deorump dominus loqutus est et vocauit terrain 1 . 

Sed, pro certo, via per quam isti dii i. per quam viri sancti, 
perueniunt ad Iouem est multum singularis et [priuilegiatap, quia pro 
certo isti veniunt 

I per viam sublimen quantum ad eminentem celsitudinem sancti tat is, 
per viam apparen- 

tem et manifestam quantum ad euidentem limpitudinem veritatis, 
per viam candidam quantum ad relucentem pulcritudinem castitatis, 
per viam lacteam quantum ad demulcentem plenitudinem pietatis. 

Sancti enim veniunt ad Xristum per viam lacteam 6 i. per viam? pietate, 
castitate, veritate [et sanctitate] 8 fulgentem. Ideo de tali via dicitur, 
Ysa 30 [21]: r Hec est via, ambulate in ea, nec deuietis’ ex ea neque ad 
dextram neque ad sinistram 1 . | Vide infra VIII. || 10 

[viii] [lycaon] 

Narrat Ouidius libro primo a quod Iupiter deus celi, | postquam 
attenta corrupcione totius humani generis cum diis vniuersis consilium 
celebrasset quod totum genus humanum diluuio submergi deberet, 
voluit primo personaliter ad mundum descendere et terram sub alia 
specie circuire ut s. si crimina que de hominibus dicebantur essent vera 
videret. Iste igitur || humana indutus ymagine [descendit interramj 11 , 
[ut] 12 Lichaonem, nequissimum quendam tyrannum, visitaret. Qui 
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[quidem] 1 Lichaon para to sibi quodam lecto 2 in domo sua ipsum occulte 
occidere attemptauit; propter quod dictus Lichaon ab ipso mutatus 
est in lupum et ut lupus incepit vlulare et vagabundus per nemora 
circuire. 

| Rei autem veritas secundum [integumentump/a fuit ista quod, 
cum multi essent confederati ad bellandum contra Iouem regem 
Crethe, qui se deum a suis subditis faciebat credi et vtens magicis artibus 
adorari, pro explorando exercitu inimicorum mutato habitu usque ad 
Archadiam tandem venit, vbi fraudulenter a Lychaone receptus b . Nocte 
paratis insidiis ipsum Lychaon occidere attemptauit, propter quod 
Iupiter terram suam sibi abstulit. Sed et mortem prudenter precauens 
ipsum in montem et siluas fugere coegit, vbi diu rapinis et latrociniis 
vixit, et sic mutatus in lupum non inmerito dictus fuit. || 

Recte, karissimi, talis Lichaon videtur fuisse peruersus populus 
Iudeorum. Constat enim quod summus Iupiter, Dei Filius, assumpta 
humana ymagine per incarnacionem ad terram noscitur descendisse, 
iuxta illud Baruch III [38]: r Postea in terris visus est et cum hominibus 
conuersatus est 1 . Domum eciam Lichaonis i. populum Iudeorum, voluit 
personaliter visitare, sed quia dictus Lichaon i. dictus populus Iudeorum, 
eidem preparauit lectum mortis i. crucem, vbi ipse voluit mortem 
ferre*/ b , ideo mutatus est in lupum, quia s. facti sunt fugaces et vaga- 
bundi ad modum lupi propter mortem quam Dei Filio attemptauerunt. 
Vnde Osee [IX,s 17]: r Et [eos]* abiciet Dominus Deus [quiap non audie- 
runt eum, et erunt vagi in nacionibus 1 . | Terra eciam et regno fuerunt 
priuati et in alienis terris et patriis exulati. Ipse tamen Iupiter, Xristus, 
mortem sciuit euadere et [per] 8 resurrectionem de lecto mortis surgere 
et ab istorum malicia se saluare. 

Vel die quod Lichaon fuit Herodes, qui ad litteram Deum inter 
infantes** occidere voluit, sed ipse sapienter precauit c . j| 
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[ix] 


Lychaon a fuit quidam tyrannus nequissimus qui habebat mores 
lupinos 1 , licet homo exterius appareret. Iste dum Iupiter ad domum 
eius veniret, occidit vnum hominem | quern captiuum de gente Molena b 
tenebat, || et eius carnes sibi optulit ad comedendum. Propter quam 
crudelitatem iratus Iupiter mutauit eum in lupum, et sic lupus factus 
est manifeste, qui lupus fuerat mentaliter et occulte. 

| Veritas autem videtur fuisse quod iste qui erat raptor, Ioui 
conuiuium preparauit et sic eum carnibus humanis i. de substancia 
aliena, pauit, cuius nequicias audiens Iupiter eum regno priuauit etc., 
sicut dictum est paragrapho precedenti. || 

Sic vere multi sunt hodie qui quamuis videantur esse homines i. 
quamuis fingant se esse iustos, racionabiles et benignos, ipsi tamen 
mentem habent crudelem, impiam et lupinam, sicut patet de multis 
qui crudeliter rapiunt et puniunt et tamen plures eleemosynas et alia 
bona faciunt. Qui eciam Deo ipsi carnes humanas offerunt, quia multi 
sunt qui subditos suos et alios rapinis et vsuris occidunt 2 ut exinde 
Ioui i. Xristo, conuiuium faciant s. eleemosynas pauperibus dando,| 
altaria ornando || 3 et cetera pietatis opera faciendo. Sed dicitur quod 
Iupiter noluit gustare, quare Deus talia opera noscitur reprobare quia, 
sicut dicitur Ecci 34 [24]: r Qui offert [eleemosynas]* de substancia 
pauperis, quasi qui vnicum filium victimat in conspectu patris* 1 . Nam 
sicut ibidem [23] dicitur: r Dona [iniquorump non probat Altissimus 1 . 
Tales ergo finaliter mutantur in lupos, quia s. condiciones habent 
lupinas in quantum raptores magni et notorii efficiuntur, ouibus i. 
pauperibus, insidiantur, canibus i. prelatis et predicatoribus, inimicantur 
et pro voce sane locucionis vlulatu | terroris, iactancie et comminacionis 
|| 3 [f. 14 V b], infamie et detractionis, | tristicie et desperacionis || 3 
vtuntur. Vnde isti sunt illi lupi de quibus dicitur Soph III: r Principes 
eius lupi rapaces 1c . 

| Vel die quod tales sunt bailliui et officiates, quia s. de carnibus 
Molenorum i. de substanciis pauperum subditorum, Ioui i. magistris 
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suis, solent larga conuiuia preparare. Quibus tamen non obstantibus 
solent boni principes talia conuiuia abhorrere et eos deponere, et regno 
et statu priuare, et sic in lupos ipsos mutare dicuntur in quantum s. ipsi 
cogunt eos vlulare. || 


[x] [ yo ] 

Narrat Ouidius libro primo* quod Yo fuit filia cuiusdam fluminis 
qui dicebatur Ynachus, quam propter suam pulcritudinem Iupiter 
adamauit. Qua refugiente amorem clara die Iupiter mundum nebulis, 
ne deprehenderetur a Iunone 1 impleuit et sic nimpham rapuit | quasi 
[excecatam] || 2 et [corrupitp. 

Iupiter in isto loco potest significare vsurarios* principes et raptores 
qui Alias fluminum i. pauperum possessiones, rapiunt et extorquent sed, 
ne a Iunone i. a prelatis et correctoribus, furtum [huiusmodip cognosca- 
tur, nebulas malarum, falsarum, cautelarum, [excusacionum ] 6 | et pal- 
liacionum |p inducunt. Vnde Ysa VI 8 : r Vide’ nebulam totam terram 
tegentem 1 . 

| Vel die quod talis est dyabolus qui ad hoc quod Yo i. animam, 
possit decipere, solet primo nebulis ignorancie ipsam includere, et sic 
ipsam liberius potest per vicia maculare. || 

[xi] 

Cum Iupiter [timeretp°/ b quod Iuno deprehenderet ipsum in adul- 
terio cum Yo, arnica sua, induxit nebulas ne videretur, et insuper dictam 
Yo mutauit in vaccam pulcherrimam [et formosamp*. 
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Taliter pro certo videntur facere latrones. Quando enim timent 
quod furtum suum cognoscatur, solent tempus nebulosum, secretum et 
obscurum expectare | et ipsas res furatas transformare || x et mulierem 
in vaccam, capam in capucium, tunicam in caligas transmutare. 

Vel die quod Iupiter est dyabolus qui [quando] 2 non vult quod Yo i. 
anima, cum qua per peccatum fornicatur, a Iunone i. ab ecclesia 3 , 
cognoscatur et | conuertatur et || retrahatur, mutat earn in vaccam i. 
facit earn peccatricem et camalem et ab omni spiritualitate alienam, et 
sic in eius iuridictione ipsam retinet obligatam. Vnde Ps [CV, 20]: 
r Mutauerunt gloriam [suam]* in similitudinem vituli commedentisfenum 1 . 

[xiil 

Yo mutata in vaccam a , dum iret ad fluuium Ynachi patris sui, 
in aqua videns cornua se habere et pulchritudinem suam amisisse et 
vocem in mugitum commutasse, timuit et abhorruit* semetipsam. 
Et ideo finaliter iuit ad fluuium Nili, vbi ad Iouem oculos erexit, et quod 
iterum in femineam puellam mutaretur a Ioue | precibus et fletibus || 
[f. 1 £ r a] impetrauit. 

Sic vere anima peccatrix que per peccatum de virgine Dei arnica in 
vaccam i. in vilem 6 peccatricem, mutatur, quandoque vadit ad fluuium 
Sacre scripture, qui est fluuius Dei Patris, et ibi pro certo cognoscit 
se habere cornua superbie et elacionis, mugitum turpis et inhoneste 
loqueionis, formam vaccinam bestialis et carnalis conuersacionis. Ista 
ergo se ipsam et vilem condicionem suam debet abhorrere?, fluuium 
Nili i. fluuium lacrimarum, querere, Iouem i. Deum, orare et sic resti- 
tucionem forme [i.] 8 innocencie pristine poterit impetrare. Tre 1 [8]: 
r Ipsa autem gemens conuersa est retrorsum 1 . 

[xiii] 

Cum Ynachus fluuius b , pater Yo, videret earn mutatam in vaccam, 
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summe doluit et ei compaciendo dicebat: „Heu” inquit „filia, quid tu 
talis es! Sperabam” inquit „te nobiliter maritare et ex te prolem nobilem 
reportare. Nunc vero cum tu sis vacca, virum habere non poteris nisi 
thaurum. r De grege” inquit „tibi nunc vir et de grege natus habendus” 1a . 

Sic vere Deus vel prelatus plangit filiam suam i. animam racionalem, 
quando videt earn in vaccam i. in peccatricem, mutatam. Nam cum ipsa 
deberet ex sui condicione maritari nobiliter, s. cum Deo, angelis | 
et sanctis H 1 per graciam s. in presenti, et per gloriam in futuro, ipsa 
tamen de grege inferni elegit sibi virum s. dyabolum, carnem uel 
mundum, quibus s. per malos consensus maritatur, et a quibus fetus 2 
malorum operum concipit | quamdiu sub talis vacce i. sub carnali et 
peccatrici similitudine commoratur ||. Et ideo Bernardus in libro De 
meditacionibus dicebat: r O, inquit, anima insignita Dei ymagine, decorata 
similitudine, sponsata fide, dotata spiritu, capax beatitudinis etc. lb 
quasi dicens turpe est Dominum dimisisse et peccatum et dyabolum 
elegisse etc. 

[xiv] 

Iuno que erat vxor Iouis c , | cum visis nebulis quas Iupiter introduxe- 
rat, statim fuisset suspicata quod propter celandum suum adulterium 
Iupiter obnubilauerat, ita celum descendit; sed cum Ioue non nisi Yo 
in vacce specie repperit. Cui petenti vnde tarn pulchra venisset, de 
terra fore [genitamp Iupiter cautelose respondit. Iuno igitur vaccam sibi 
dari a Ioue postulat, quod Iupiter, [licetp non placeret eidem, nulla- 
tenus sibi negat. Hec igitur || istam vaccam suam speciosam s. Yo, 
custodiendam cuidam pastori qui habebat centum oculos, qui dice- 
batur Argus, tradidit, qui ita eciam erat vigil quod de suis oculis dormire 
simul non poterant nisi duo. r Centum n inquit d r luminibus cinctum caput 
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habebat Argus; [inde] 1 suis vicibus [capiebaiit] 2 bina [quietemp 1 4 5 . Verump- 
tamen quidam incantator erat in partibus*, qui vocabatur Mercurius, 
qui finxit se custodem caprarum et accepit quandam virgam sompni- 
feram et quandam fistulam dulcissime sonantem, et coniunxit se cum 
Argo et percussit eum cum ilia virga et cepit modulari cum fistula 
[f. i£ v b] sua, et tantum fecit quod Argum consopiuit. Quern statim ut 
dormiuit* interfecit, et Yo de eius dominio liberauit. Quam tandem 
Iupiter de vacca in feminam transmutauit. 

Karissimi, Iuno v^cor Iouis significat ecclesiam, vxorem Xristi; 
Yo iuuenca 6 7 sua, quam Iupiter dedit sibi, significat populum xristianum a 
Xristo ecclesie commendatum; Argus significat mundi principes et 
prelatos qui sunt a Iunone i. ab ecclesia, pastores et iudices constituti, 
et quibus est Yo i. xristianus populus, commendatus iuxta illud Gen 
[XLVI?, 34]: r Viri pastores sumus serui tui 1 . Isti dicuntur habere centum 
oculos, quia s. pastores ecclesie debent habere [oculatissimam] 8 9 et cir- 
cumspectissimam discrecionem. Caput enim suum i. | mens sua et || 
intencio, debet esse [circumcinctump [centum] 10 oculis i. vniuersitate 
consideracionum et circumspectionum, [figurata] 11 in illis animalibus, 
Eze I[i8], que erant plena oculis ante et retro, quia | s. oculata || 12 
circumspectio prelatorum debet se extendere ad [posteriora et anteriora 
i. ad preterita] 12 et futura. 

Mercurius incantator, qui aliquando secundum poetas de masculo 
in feminam se mutabat, significat adulatores qui, secundum quod magis 
credunt placere, de vna condicione ad aliam se transmutant. Nunc 
enim inueniuntur masculi rigide absentes et inimicos vituperando, 
nunc inveniuntur femine molliter presentibus blandiendo. Vnde 
possunt dicere illud [I] Cor IX[2 2]: r Omnibus omnia factus sum ut omnes 
lucrifacerem 1 . Isti enim portant secum fistulam i. dulcia et deceptoria 
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verba, quibus consopiunt auditores quia, sicut dicitur Prou [XI, 1 9]: 
Simulator 2 ore decipit amicum suum 1 ; [XVI,29] r et ducit eum per 
viam non bonam 1 | et Prou VII[ 21]: r Irretiuit eum multis sermonibus" 1 1 | 3 . 

[Die ergo quod Iuno, dea et vxor Iouis i. ecclesia, sponsa Xristi, 
committit quandoque Argo i. alicui circumspecto prelato, custodiam 
Yo i. regimen subditorump. Sed, pro certo, incantator Mercurius i. 
adulatores, qui ut communiter tales circumstant et talibus se associant, 
cum fistula verborum suorum tales Argos sepissime taliter incantant 
quod ipsos faciunt in viciis obdormire et a vigilia circumspectionis 
cessare, et maxime quando tangunt eos virga sue iuridictionis, que 
inducit eis sompnum maledictionis. | Tangunt, dico, eos de sua iuri- 
dictione laudando et eis omnia licere contra subditos asserendo. Iuri- 
dictio enim est virga sompnifera que sensum et racionem ebetat, 
figurata [iuxtajs || Exo [VII 6 ,2o] a , vbi dicitur quod virga [quap percussus 
fluuius, versus est in sanguinem, quia s. virga temporalis iuridictionis 
illos quos tangit, quandoque facit sanguineos i. 8 carnales, et sic finaliter 
per istos incantatores caput recte intencionis Argo i. prelatis et superio- 
ribus, aufertur et mors eterne dampnacionis infertur. Ideo tales superio- 
res figurantur in illo Oloferne, cui dormienti mulier abstulit caput, quia 
vere multis superioribus per mulierem i. per molles et adulatores 
personas, caput recte intencionis amittitur et aufertur. Iudith [XIV?, 16]: 
r Ecce Holofemes iacet in terra et caput eius non est in eo\ 

Vel die quod Argus est dyabolus oculatissimus et subtilissimus, 
qui Yo mutatam in vaccam i. animas peccatrices, in suo dominio detinet. 
Sed Mercurius i. Xristus, qui de masculo factusestfemina, de 10 Deo factus 
est homo, quando Verbum caro factum est [f. 1 £ v a] assumpta humanitatis 
nostre fistula, ipsum Argum i. dyabolum, consopiuit ipsumque per 
virgam crucis superauit et de eius dominio Yo i. humanam naturam, 
liberauit, et tandem de vacca in mulierem i. de peccatrice in iustam, 
ipsam Iupiter, | Deus Pater, || transmutauit. 
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| Vel die quod [sicut] 1 integumentum a fabule ponit, Ynachus fluuius 
erat, circa quem Argus, quidam magnus patrie dominus, vaccarum 
multitudinem nutriebat. Qui ibidem vnum nobile castrum habebat quod 
centum turribus erat munitum et sic habere centum oculos dictus 2 erat. 
Mercurius autem filius Iouis, regis Crete, ipsum obsessit et occidit 
et caput cum centum oculis i. castrum cum [centump turribus, sibi 
abstulit et sic vaccam suam i. animalium suorum multitudinem, sibi 
subtraxit. 

Alia autem exposicio litteralis b de Yo supponit quod Yo fuit Ynachi 
primi regis Grecorum filia, que a Ioue rege Crete prius cognita et 
rapta*, tandem publica meretrix est effecta, et sic mutata in vaccam 
est dicta et tabs, in tarn vili statu, a patre suo vbique ipsam querente 
est inventa. Ipsa tamen postea penitens laudabiliter vixit, et tandem 
in Egiptum descendens Egiptos primo litteras docuit et litteras de 
Grecia in Egiptum primo introduxit, propter quod Egiptus ipsam pro 
dea coluit et recepit. |p 

[xv] 

Dicit Ouidius libro primo 0 quod Yo, que primo fuerat [vacca] 6 , 
erepta de dominio Argi, fugit ad fluuium Nib, vbi orauit Iouem, qui 
earn mutauit de vacca in feminam et sic ei figuram perditam? restaurauit. 
Sed aduerte, quid dicitur hie? 8 Quod s. ipsa, quamuis mutata fuisset in 
feminam, non tamen audebat loqui; et hoc quia timebat emittere mugi- 
tum ad modum vacce | sicut antea faciebat ||. 

Sic debent facere iuuenes religiosi, qui de dominio Argi i. dyaboli, 
ad fluuium deuocionis fugiunt, vbi de vacca in feminam i. de viro 
peccatore in virum iustum, mutantur, quia vere isti debent timere 
loqui. Nam quia de nouo sunt conuersi et mutati, ideo, forte ne loquan- 
tur sicut vacce i. sicut viri carnales et [indiscretip, vtile est eis tacere. 
Nam, prout 10 dicit sapiens, Prou XVII[28]: r Stultus autem si tacuerit 
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* | ... || n; in Lo 2 man. 2 a add. in marg. 

6 a i a d om * 71 • 

7 pristinam a, Bo S. 

8 aduerte ... hie] dicit a, a 2 ; om. Bo 5 ; ecce quid dicitur hie Rn. 

9 indiscrete Pa 7 e.a. codd. n. 

10 ut cet. codd. n. 

a De Boer I, 3797-829. b Cf. De Boer I, 3833-904. c Met. I, 722-46. 
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sapiens reputabitur 1 . Amos V[i3]: r Prudens in tempore illo tacebit, 
quoniam tempus malum est\ 

[xvi] 

Yo, arnica Iouis, primo de muliere mutata est in iuuencam 1 et Argi 
dominio subiugata. Sed, tandem liberata de dominio Argi 2 , fugit iuxta 
fluuium Nili, vbi a Ioue fuit iterum de vacca in feminam transmutata, 
et figura humana in ea reparata et ad [moremp pristinum restituta. 
Et tandem facta est Stella et in celo collocata et inter celi numina com- 
putata a . 

Sic vere arnica Iouis i. [animap, Xristi sponsa et arnica, quandoque 
efficitur vacca per peccatum i. vilis, bestialis et carnalis, et Argo i. 
dyabolo, subiugatur. Sed tandem Iupiter, Xristus, | mediante Mercurio 
i. predicatorum officio, et sua virga i. pastorali cura, et sua fistula i. 
suo dulci eloquio, || ipsam de Argi i. dyaboli, dominio liberat per 
contrictionem; et ad fluuium Nili i. [f. i£ v b] ad sacramentum baptismi 
uel ad fluuium lacrimarum, fugit per compuncionem. Et | sic Iupiter 
i. Deus, de vacca in feminam i. ||s de peccatrice in iustam, ipsam | 
misericorditer ||s conuertit et mutat, et ad pristinum amorem quern 
per peccatum perdiderat, recipit et restaurat, et figuram humanam 
[i.] 6 honestatis conuersacionem | quam per peccatum amiserat, in ea ||s 
[reparatp et tandem in [morte] 8 ipsam in celo | et paradiso || collocat, 
et inter celi numina i. inter paradisi sanctos et angelos, ipsam computat 
- Sap. V[$]: r Ecce quomodo computati sunt inter filios Dei" 1 -, et 
claritatem stelleam sibi prestat, | in quantum s. in die iudicii ipsam? 
et corpus eius per beatitudinem clarificat et illustrat, || iuxta illud Gen. 
I[17]: HStellas in firmamento celi posuit\ Sap. Ill: r Fulgebunt iusti sicut 
sol in conspectu DeE b . 


1 vaccam Bo M x Pa 2 S To; vaccam uel iuuencam Pa s R. 

2 de dominio Argi] ab eo a,. 

2 N; Bo Pa 5 S] amorem cet. codd. 

4 a,] om. cet. codd. 

5 abest in a,. 

6 plerique codd.] et Pa 7 . 

7 temperat Pa 7 . 

8 plerique codd.] mortem Pa 7 . 

9 animam Pa s R. 

a Myth. Ill: Duodecim caeli signa (Bode, p. 235, 42-4). 
? Cf. Sap. Ill, 7 et Mt. XIII, 43. 
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[xvii] [syrinx] 

Siringa a fuit quedam nimpha quam amauit quidam deus qui dice- 
batur Pan | deus s. animalium et pastorum ||. Quam cum vellet sibi 
rapere nec ipsa consentiret in ipsum, venit tandem ad quendam fluuium 
et rogauit deos fluminum quod mutarent 1 figuram eius | ne corrumpere- 
tur a Pan, || et mutata est in arundinem [in ipso flumine] 2 . De qua 
quidem arundine facta est fistula, de qua Mercurius Argum consopiuit. 
Et sic per talem mutacionem illius Pan petulanciam declinauit. 

Ista nimpha potest significare animam peccatricem et obstinatam, 
que dei | pastorum i. Xristi, copulam et |p amiciciam vilipendit et ad 
flumina i. ad mundi delicias, se conuertit. Nam ista finaliter [mutaturp 
in arundinem i. in personam vanam, instabilem et motiuam 5 , que ad 
modum arundinis per peccatum faciliter frangitur et vento vanitatis et 
inanis glorie agitatur. | Vnde ipsa fit sicut baculus arundineus Egipti - 
r cui si innixus fuerit homo 1 , [confringetur] 6 -, sicut dicitur Ysa 36 
[6]. || 7 Vnde de istis dicitur, Mt [XI 8 ,7]: r Quid existis in [desertump 
videre? Arundinem vento agitatam? 1 [Et] finaliter [tales] 10 quandoque 
fiunt fistula Mercurii i. dyaboli, in quantum s. dyabolus incantat et 
decipit per ipsos auditores, sicut patet de hereticis uel de malis sug- 
gestoribus et luxuriosis; uel eciam de vetulis maquerellis, que primo 
fuerunt nimphe i. iuuenes et pulchre, et tandem in fluuio carnalis 
voluptatis | siccate et antiquate, || arundo sunt effecte i. [macre] 11 , 
turpes et sicce, que finaliter a Mercurio i. a dyabolo, recipiuntur et 
eius fistula ad decipiendum alias 12 efficiuntur, | in quantum s. postquam 
antiquate [fuerunt]^, in maquerellas vetulas conuertuntur ||. Vnde 
poeta 1 *: r Fistula dulce canit volucrem dum decipit auceps lb . 


1 et rogauit... mutarent] rogans quod mutaret a x . 

2 om. Pa 7 Rn. 

3 pastorum i. Xristi add. n; copulam et add. a 2 n. 

4 mutat Pa 7 . 

5 nociuam aj Bo S; om. a 2 ; vacuam T 2 . 

6 confringitur Pa 7 e.a. codd. 

7 abest in a x . 

8 B/-j Rn] X cet. codd. n. 

9 deserto V t ; Pa t Pa 7 . 

10 Et... tales] taliter finaliter Pa 7 . 

11 plerique codd. a x a 2 Ld Pa t T 2 ] maquerelle C 3 C 4 Cr D Dm N; macros cct. codd. 

12 alios plerique codd. 

'3 fuerint Pa 7 e.a. codd. 

14 catho Tr ; Pa q . 

a Met. I, 689-712. b Disticha Catonis I, 27. 
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| Vel die litteraliter quod Siringa fuit quedam puella que, fugiens 
violenciam vnius qui earn volebat deflorare, volens transire quendam 
fluuium vbi erant arundines, ibi submersa est, et sic ficta est in arun- 
dinem fuisse mutata. Illud autem quod Mercurii fistula sit, nichil 
est dictum nisi quia pastores de arundinibus instrumentum musicum 
quod syringa 1 dicitur, faciunt, vel quia eciam [f. 16 r a] ventus perflans 
arundines sibilos facit 2 . 

Vel si vis die moraliter quod ista Syringa est bona persona iuuencula, 
que Panis^ ipsam corrumpere volentis i. dyaboli, camis uel mundi 
ipsam per delectabilia inficere cupientis, volens maliciam fugere, solet 
quandoque fluuium religionis uel penitencie subintrare, vbi s. in 
arundinem conuertitur, s. sicca et macillenta per abstinenciam efficitur, 
tandem vero efficitur instrumentum musicum, in quantum se conuertit 
ad faciendum diuine laudis predicacionis et graciarum actionis* melodiam 
et concentum. Ad hoc enim, quod nimpha i. iuuenis religiosus, fistula 
i. predicator, Mercurii, Xristi, efficiatur, necesse est quod primo in 
arundinem conuertatur et quod per [siccitatemp abstinencie omnis in 
ipso camalitas consumatur et quod per obedienciam ad flatum prelati 
faciliter moueatur. Sap. III[7]: r Tanquam scintille in arundineto discurrent 
etc. 1 . || 

Utrecht 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 


1 sirin Br, Ld T 2 To. 

2 | ... facit n ; in Lo 2 man. 2® add. in marg. 
2 Pan Br, Ld M x Pa 9 . 

* Pa x Pa 7 ] om. cet. codd. n. 

* siccitate Pa n . 
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Boethiana 


I. 

T he Boethius research of the last decades, of which I gave an outline 
for the third volume of the German work Aufstieg und Niedergang 
der romischen Welt , prepared at Tubingen for 1972, has left us with 
a few problems which are certainly worth considering. A highly contro¬ 
versial problem is: whence did Boethius derive his Greek culture, from 
Athens, from Alexandria, - or have we to imagine that he simply 
worked in his library in Rome? 

The possibility that he studied at Athens, plausible though it might 
seem in itself, was rather generally discarded, since Porcher proved the 
unauthenticity of the De disciplina scolarium , a small work printed in the 
Patrologia Latina , t. 64, and attributed to Boethius by a tradition of 
several centuries. 1 In that writing it is mentioned that he M got strength” 
at Athens at the age of 18. 2 * 4 The words do not even provide very clear 
evidence. In classical Latin they would suggest that Boethius recovered 
from an illness when at Athens at the age of 18, but according to 
the usage of later Latin writers they may simply mean that he “grew up” 
there, just as was said of a plant. However, with the later Neoplaton- 
ists, say since Porphyry, it is a more or less technical expression to say 
that one “gets strength and is purified” by education. Anyhow, the 
De disciplina scolarium stems from the 13th century. 

On the other hand, the letter of Theodoric, preserved in Cassiodo- 
rus, Variae I, 4^,3, 3 is not conclusive. It may be interpreted - as it has 
been, in fact, first by Pierre Courcelle, next by Minio-Paluello,* and by 


1 M. Porcher, Le “De disciplina scoJarium n , traite du Xllle siicle,faussement attribue a Botce, Paris 1921. 

* P.L. 64, 1232 B: “Annis duobus de viginti Athenis convalui”. 

* Th. Mommsen, M. G. H., Auctores antiquissimi vol. XIII, p. 40, g sqq. 

4 P. Courcelle, first in Boice et VLcole d' Alexandrie. Ecole Fran^aise de Rome, Melanges d’Arch£ologie 
et d’Histoire, 193$, pp. 18^-223; later again in Les Lettres Grecques en Occident de Macrobe a Cassiodore , 
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many others after them - in the sense that Boethius, in spite of the long 
distance that separated him from Athens , penetrated so deeply into the 
doctrine of its schools - u sic enim Atheniensium scholas longe positus introisti” 
(note the plural: scholas) - that he made the doctrines of the Greeks the 
possession of the Romans, sc. by translating Greek philosophical works 
into the Latin language: and this he did while sitting in his library 
in Rome. The words longe positus , “malgre l’eloignement”, rather suggest 
that Boethius had never been to Athens. 

Yet Courcelle cannot believe that Boethius got his Greek culture 
- a thorough knowledge of the mathematical sciences and of philosophy, 
that is to say, of the Neoplatonic philosophy of the day - in Rome. That 
is almost impossible. Boethius proves to have had a precise knowledge 
of the then quite recent commentaries of the Alexandrian School, those 
of Ammonius who, after the death of Proclus, was the chief represen¬ 
tative of the Neoplatonist School. At that time the School of Athens was 
of no importance. We find the whole generation after Proclus flocking 
to Alexandria: Damascius, Simplicius, Asclepius, Olympiodorus, Theo- 
dotus, Philoponus, all of them heard Ammonius and became his students. 
And Boethius? How could he, in Rome, have got hold of Ammonius’ 
commentaries which appeared quite recently? 

That he knew these commentaries and wished to pass their thoughts 
on to the coming civilization of Western Europe, is for Courcelle beyond 
doubt. s Now this is precisely what is denied by Minio-Paluello, who in 
his above-cited paper 6 refers to the then not yet published studies of 
J. Shiel on the logical writings of Boethius. The result of Shiel’s investi¬ 
gations appeared in Mediaeval and Renaissance Studies IV (19^8). 7 To the 
question of “What were Boethius’ commentaries and logical treatises: 
were they original works or were they translations from the Greek” the 
author replies: they were translations from the Greek, just literal 
translations of the marginal notes which Boethius found in his copy of 
the logical writings of Aristotle. This must have been a copy of the 
Athenian School of Proclus. For the relation to that School appears to 
be much closer than to Ammonius. With the latter there is some agree¬ 
ment, but there are also important differences, too important for us to 
be able to deduce dependence. 

(th£se) Paris 1943, 2 1948. English translation: Late Latin writers and their Greek sources , Cambridge 
(Mass.) 1969. L. Minio-Paluello, Les traductions et les commentaires aristoteliciens de Boice, in Studia 
patristica II, Berlin 1957, pp. 364 f. 

5 See in particular the pages 22 1 f. of the above-cited paper Boece et I'ficole d' Alexandrie. 

6 In Studia patristica 1957. 

7 pp. 216-244. 





This conclusion of Shiel’s has, on the whole, been reinforced by 
L. M. de Rijk, who in his study on the chronology of Boethius’ works 
on logic in the year 1964 of this Journal confirmed the main thesis of 
Shiel, with a slight correction of a few details. Thus, the view of the 
logicians, who derive Boethius’ Greek culture from Athens, but indirect¬ 
ly, supposing that he had never been there, no more than he was ever in 
Alexandria, stands opposite to Courcelle’s view, who makes Boethius a 
student and follower of Ammon i us. It is this antogonism which is certainly 
a challenge to any further research, the more so since Courcelle kept 
to his view in his last great work, La Consolation de Philosophic dans la 
tradition litteraire , Paris 1967, no doubt while knowing about Shiel’s 
theory and the adhesion given to it by Minio-Paluello. Let us then check 
both hypotheses and see which of them accounts best for the facts. 

One preliminary remark about Athens. The possibility that Boethius 
studied for some time in that city, has in the last half century been 
decried with such unanimity, that it is not superfluous to point out that 
there are a few more or less important points in favour of it. First, 
Athens was by a long and venerable tradition not only a famous centre 
of philosophical studies, but it was for philosophers almost a sacred place. 
Is it true that towards the year goo there was no philosophical life at all 
in Athens? That is what Courcelle believes, on the testimony of Aeneas 
of Gaza. 8 9 However, Aeneas himself came from the School of Alexandria 
(under Hierocles) which was obviously a rival School. Is it wise to give 
credence to him without any further inquiry? I think it is better to see 
for ourselves. We then find Proclus’ immediate successor Marinus oc¬ 
cupying the chair of Athens. It is true that Damascius speaks with little 
appreciation of him: he assessed this philosopher as rather a banal spirit, 
since he was not able to understand Proclus’ lofty doctrine of thehenads 
but preferred to return to Plato’s Ideas. Our judgment might be different. 
Moreover, Damascius was known to be severe in his criticism of 
others, even of those he appreciated .9 Thus, in my opinion, there are not 
sufficient grounds to deny a priori the possibility that Boethius might 
have been in Athens and have studied there for a longer or shorter period. 

So much for general arguments. However, it is not so that con¬ 
temporary evidence would be lacking. The De disciplina scolarium was 
not a work of Boethius. But we have the testimony of Ennodius and of 


8 Patrologia Graeca, t. 8^, col. 877A, quoted by Courcelle in Boece et Vtcole d'Alexandrie, p. 190. 

9 This was already put forward by Zeller, Phil. d. Gr. Ill, 2 p. 897. Cf. Damascius’ judgment on 
Asclepiodotus, ib. 896 f. 



Cassiodorus. The former records that, as a young boy, Boethius was sent 
to Athens by his guardians to go to school there. 10 According to the 
expression in armis puerilibus this must have been at quite an early age, 
say at the age of 9 or 10, when a German boy is sent to the Gymnasium. 
Cassiodorus testifies to the same fact. 11 Both authors declare that the 
young Boethius made brilliant progress. I do not see any reason either 
to reject or to ignore this evidence. Why, after all, should his guardians 
not have sent Boethius to school in Athens? And why should he not have 
got a first initiation into Neoplatonism in the school of Marinus? Of 
course this does not exclude the possibility that he went to Alexandria 
afterwards and was Ammonius’ student for another period, at a somewhat 
riper age. In Athens he may have found his copy of the Aristoteles logicus , 
have bought it and taken it with him to Rome, where he later read and 
studied it, just as nowadays scholars go home from a research journey 
taking with them the photocopies and microfilms of manuscripts which 
they read and study later. 

My second remark concerns Boethius’ method of working. We can 
get an idea of this on the basis of his mathematical treatises, in par¬ 
ticular the Institutio musica. This work has recently been studied by 
H. Potiron. 12 His results are of great interest to the present investigation. 
In this work Boethius appears to us not at all as a homo unius libri. On the 
contrary, he proves to have had a thorough knowledge of Greek musicol¬ 
ogy, of which he is the exponent, not at all by either translating or 
summarizing just one work - say Nicomachus of Gerasa (as was sug¬ 
gested by Courcelle) - but by using the Greek sources freely and going 
his own way where he chooses to do so. Boethius quotes Nicomachus 
frequently, but he did not merely follow him. As far as we know Nicoma¬ 
chus did not give a theory of tones and of staff-notation. For Boethius, 
however, this was a very important part of musicology. He knew Ptolemy 
very well. He followed him in the calculation of the intervals and in 
his treatment of the division of the tetrachord, but not in his theory of 
tones. In that part he developed his own theory, as he did in notations. 
Thus, in musicology Boethius appears to us as a scholar, well up in Greek 
musicology, using the works of his Greek predecessors, but using them 
freely, following them partly, and partly going his own way. 

This result is interesting indeed. “But”, so it might be asked, “is it 
sufficiently founded to build a conclusion on it? Has it not been radically 

10 Ennodius VII 13 ( Patrol . Lot. 63, 120; M.G.H. I 7, p. 236). 

11 Cassiodorus, Variae I 4$ ( Patrol. Lat. 59, 339; M.G.H. I, 12, p. 406. 

12 H. Potiron, Boice, Theoricien de la Musique grecque. Paris i960. 
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questioned in U. Pizzano’s Studi sullefonti del “De institutione musica” di 
Boezio 12 *!” 

Pizzano takes a very different view of Boethius’ musicological work, 
indeed: after analysing the Greek sources of the treatise his final con¬ 
clusion is, that not Boethius brought all this material together into one 
single tract written in Latin, but that some other Latin author did, 
shortly before Boethius, probably Albinus. Only the introduction would 
have been written by Boethius himself. By this hypothesis Potiron’s 
view has been questioned indeed, and even radically questioned. But I 
would not say that is has been refuted. 

(1) Is it not somewhat improbable that Boethius would have written a 
treatise on musicology of exactly the same contents as that of a recent 
Latin predecessor? 

(2) Does it not appear from the logical works that, on the whole, 
Boethius worked much more on Greek than on Latin sources? 

(3) Is there not, even according to Pizzano himself, one point at least 
that speaks against the hypothesis that in this treatise Boethius followed 
Albinus? I am thinking of the fact that in those chapters of book IV 
where Pizzano was able to point out that Boethius followed a Latin 
source, Albinus’ terminology was explicitly rejected and appearently a 
different Latin source was used. 

For these reasons then I think that Potiron’s view of Boethius’ 
musicological work has not been refuted. I do think it must make us 
cautious with regard to a theory that tends to make Boethius a mere 
translating machine, not only in his commentaries on Aristotle’s logical 
writings, but even in his logical treatises. Would it not be surprising if 
this man, who was a first rank logician and very well able to compose 
bis logical treatises himslelf, did nothing in those treatises than literally 
translate some Greek material? 

My third preliminary remark refers to the extent of Boethius’ Greek 
culture. Courcelle was quite right when emphasizing the fact that 
Boethius was by no means only a logician, but an all-round Neoplatonist 
philosopher. It was proper to this philosophy to attach so much value to 
the mathematical sciences, including musicology. Moreover, the kind of 
problems Boethius had while in prison and robbed of everything, were 
typically the problems of a man reared in that philosophy. Strange though 
it might seem to us, they were not so much a Christian’s problems, 
but rather those of a man who, though wishing to have a Christian’s faith 


iaa In: Sacris erudiri , 16, 1965, pp. 5-164. 



in the loving Providence of a God who cares for individual men, in fact 
looked at the world in the pagan way of a late Neoplatonist, who sees 
the Providence of God in the cosmic order but cannot find it in the life 
of individual men. 

This leads us a step further than merely to the question of the extent 
of Boethius’ knowledge. That question can be answered by pointing to 
Boethius’ knowledge of the mathematical sciences, next to his logical 
training and lastly to his all-round knowledge of Neoplatonic philosophy, 
its doctrine of God, of nature and of man. We know that Boethius was so 
much a logician, that he applied the method of logic and the distinctions 
made by it to the problems of Christian theology. To this fact - a 
methodical innovation of great consequence - sufficient attention has 
been given in the scholarly world. However, there are two other points 
that should be brought out. After my three preceding remarks let me list 
these points as a fourth and a fifth. 

The fourth, then, is the fact that in the most critical phase of his life 
Boethius’ problems sprang essentially from a pagan philosophy. Now, 
since we know that Boethius was a serious catholic Christian and on the 
other hand, since in the Consolatio the crucial point was precisely there 
where Christian faith was contrary to pagan philosophy, viz. in the idea of 
the Providence of God, we must conclude that the impact of the Neo¬ 
platonic philosophy on Boethius’ mind has been particularly strong. This 
must have been so in such a measure, that we cannot imagine him as 
always having lived in Rome in his own spiritual climate. It is much more 
plausible indeed that he spent a few of his most impressive years in the 
circle of an important pagan Neoplatonist philosopher’s School. It must 
have been a spiritual centre of an intense life, that could leave such a 
mark upon the mind of a young man of a Christian family. 

Which school, that of Athens or that of Alexandria? We cannot 
decide in this context. All we can say is that a stay of some duration in 
Athens is a priori probable and by contemporary evidence almost 
certain, but that the most important school of the day was Alexandria. 
It seems most likely that the School of Ammonius put its stamp on the 
young Boethius’ mind in his riper student years, if there are any precise 
indications that he had been there at all. 

My fifth and last preliminary remark is that in more than one 
passage the text of the Consolatio recalls that of the Enneads . Of course 
there are many things in Plotinus that have passed over into the later 
Neoplatonists School philosophy. Yet, certain literal resemblances, 
certain expressions and thoughts proper to Plotinus and not found in 
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Proclus testify that, in fact, Boethius was familiar not only with the 
Neoplatonism of the day, but with the Enneads as well. I mention just two 
passages. One is in the first book of the Consolatio , pr. VI, where Phil- 
osophia finds the greatest cause of Boethius’ illness in the fact that he 
has lost the memory of “what he is himself”. Now souls who have 
forgotten from where they are have gone most radically astray. This 
recalls the opening passage of Plotinus, Enn. V, i, where it is said: “How 
does it come about that so many souls have forgotten God, their Father, 
and do not know any more whence they are?” These souls have turned 
to perishable things and attached a real value to them. But that is nothing 
but turning away from the true value. Now, how to cure a man who is in 
such a state of mind? - Plotinus replies: “That must be done by two 
kinds of Xoyoi, one of which has to explain the non-value of those 
things in which that man has now put his trust, while the other must 
bring an understanding of what real value is and what is the origin of Soul. 

Now this is precisely both the diagnosis and the therapy which 
Philosophia applies to Boethius in Consolatio I, pr. 6, 39 ff. Stewart- 
Rand . J 3 It is true that the doctrine of the soul’s return to itself as the 
starting-point of all philosophy was the common property of the Neo- 
platonist School, taught explicitly by Porphyry, Iamblichus and Proclus . 1 4 
It is true that Proclus in his commentary on the Alcibiades declares the 
rvw&i aauTov to be the basis of all true philosophy and says that the soul 
which knows itself knows also God. 1 s In his commentary on the Timaeus 16 
he explains the circular motion of which Plato speaks as the emtJTgcxpY) 
of the soul to itself, which is the beginning of a life full of insight, both 
into that which precedes (i.e. the Nous) and into that which comes 
after it (i.e. the world of sensible things, in sofar as they come into being 
as an image of Soul and Nous). Boethius knew this commentary and 
probably also that on the Alcibiades. Yet I think it probable that in 
writing the Consolatio I, pr. 6 he had the opening chapter of Plotinus’ 
treatise V 1 in mind with its impressive complaint that so many souls 
have lost the memory of God their Father by having lost the view of 
what they are themselves, and its admonition about the two X6yoi by 
which those souls have to be cured. 


13 L. Bieler in the new edition of the Corpus Christianorum, Turnhout 1957, p. 15 f., does not refer 
here to Plotinus either. 

14 The subject is dealt with by P. Courcelle, Le *Connais-toi toi-meme* chez les Neoplatoniciensgrecs, in: 
Le Neoplatonisme (Colloque de Royaumont 1969), Paris (C.N.R.S.) 1971, pp. 153-166. 

15 Proclus, In primum Alcibiadem I 3 ff. ed. Westerink, Amsterdam 1954, p. 1. 

16 ed. Diehl, II p. 286, 26 ff. 
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The other passage is in Cons . IV, pr. 6, 65-89 Stewart-Rand. 1 ? Boethius 
is speaking here about GodrProvidence, who is one and stable and, as it 
were, in the centre of the universe, while things moved by Fate turn 
around it in circles which are more stable the nearer they are to the hinge. 
No doubt the main thought of Providence as the divine cause of the 
good, stable itself and superior to all moving things, and Fate as the 
moving force of things becoming (ea quae generantur) which are mobilia 
and corporalia , is found in Proclus’ treatise De providentia etfato , known to 
us in the Latin rendering of William of Moerbeke. 18 Proclus refers to 
Plato’s avayxT) in the Timaeus , which in that dialogue is definitely sub¬ 
ordinate to the Nous-Demiourgos, while movable things are said to 
turn round in a circle. 10 Yet H. R. Patch was perfectly right in pointing 
out the fact that Boethius’ picture of God-Providence as the centre round 
which all moving things turn is not explicitly present in Proclus. 20 
With us, that picture recalls those passages in the Enneads where Plotinus 
makes the One the centre round which is nous, which as a first 
eradiance goes out from the First, next Soul which “dances round 
Nous”, a second eradiance going out immediately from Nofis itself, 
indirectly from the First, and, since it is perfect and divine in its origin, 
gives rise to a third circle that is around it, that of visible and moving 
things. Quite rightly Patch pointed to these passages, suggesting that 
“what is missing in Proclus, Boethius supplied from Plotinus.” 

There are other lines in the Consolatio which seem inspired by 
Plotinus. Klingner referred to them, e.g. in III, m. 9.16 f. Such precise 
parallels make it probable and almost certain that Boethius was not only 
well read in the Masters of his generation, but knew the “classics” by 
personal reading. This will apply to Plato - certain dialogues at least 
the logical works of Aristotle, and to the Enneads of Plotinus. 

Thus, Boethius stands before us as a man of erudition, who had a 
personal grip on the problems he tackled, a living and thinking mind. 
Let us now turn to the arguments brought forward both by Shiel and by 
Courcelle, each in support of his own hypothesis. 

Shiel’s argument runs as follows. In his commentary on the Categ - 

‘7 Bieler, p. 80, 57-72. At the preceding lines reference is made to Proclus, De decern dubitationibus 
c. providentiam; at our passage the same work is referred to. Plotinus is not mentioned. 

18 Procli philosophi Platonici opera inedita , ed. V. Cousin, Paris 1864, col. 151, 11.18-31, 154, 
18-19 an d 29 flf. (Repr. 1961). 

De prov. et fato col. 157. 18-32. 

20 fate in Boethius and the Neoplatonists, in Speculum IV, 1929, pp. 62-72. Patch thinks it is not even 
implied 



ories Boethius is said to have followed Porphyry’s Kara 7ceS<Jiv xai 
a7c6xpiaiv. In fact, there is quite a good part of Porphyry’s work in 
Boethius’ commentary, yet what is found there is neither purely 
Porphyry nor Porphyry alone. It is Porphyry in an indirect form and 
mixed up with other elements. There are a few quotations from 1 am- 
blichus, though not direct either, and there is some resemblance to 
Syrian but no quotations. The six xe<paXocia of the introduction, cited 
by Courcelle as an indication of dependence on Ammonius, do not, in 
fact, come from Ammonius, since they agree only partly with him. 
And partial agreement in the x£9<xXaia plus a few diagrams do not offer 
sufficient grounds to deduce dependence. Partial agreement must 
rather be explained by the use of a common source. In further com¬ 
parison half a dozen parallels with Ammonius may be pointed out. 
However, all of them occur in Simplicius as well. This fact speaks rather 
in favour of Athens as Boethius’ source. 

From Ammonius he shows a few marked differences. First, those pas¬ 
sages in Boethius which show the influence of Iamblichus are not in Ammo¬ 
nius. On the other hand, almost all Greek parallels quoted by Boethius are 
in Simplicius. Now the latter is the most faithful exponent of the Athenian 
tradition, to which belongs Proclus, Syrian and Iamblichus. The latter is 
much cited in Simplicius, not so in Ammonius. Thus, Boethius seems to 
draw on the Athenian tradition rather than to follow Ammonius. 

So much for the commentary on the Categories. That on the Peri 
hermeneias does not prove to agree with Ammonius either. The general 
structure of the two commentaries is different, Ammonius has ^xecpaAaia, 
while Boethius has 6. All that which is said in Boethius’ first chapter is 
lacking in Ammonius. On the other hand, Ammonius often quotes Plato 
and points to agreement with Aristotle, while Boethius quotes only later 
authors, such as Alexander of Aphrodisias, Aspasius, Herminus and 
Porphyry. Sometimes he adds something from the Stoa or Syrian. In 
ch. 14 of Peri hermeneias the difference is particularly important: while 
Ammonius amply discusses Syrian’s six imyeipi\[LOLTciL against the authent¬ 
icity of this chapter, Boethius is altogether silent on them. He gives 
just an elementary and rather meagre commentary. - Lastly, in Boethius’ 
commentary there are a few sentences and examples which are entirely 
lacking in Ammonius. 

The above arguments must lead to the conclusion that Boethius’ 
commentary on De interpretation does not derive from Ammonius. Here 
too, much comes from Porphyry but not all. It is, the author thinks, the 
translation of short Greek marginal notes, for the greater part, but not 
entirely, derived from Porphyry. 


SI 



With regard to the commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge Brandt had 
already pointed to a strong measure of agreement with Ammonius. He 
did notice that there are also differences. One way to explain this fact 
was in his opinion the possibility that both authors used the same source. 
For Shiel this is not just one possibility: it is the only way to explain the 
facts. Moreover, the differences between Boethius and Ammonius are 
according to him much more important than Brandt thought they were. 
It is again the matter of an only partial agreement in the xecpaAoua, and 
the absence of any quotations from Plato. 

Shiel further supposes that Boethius’ codex of the Aristoteles logicus con¬ 
tained not only marginal notes to the works of the Organon, but also prole¬ 
gomena. Boethius’ treatises De syllogismis categoricis and Introductio ad syllo- 
gismos categories were in his opinion a translation of Greek prolegomena 
to the Analytics. It must have been essentially a summary of the De interpre¬ 
tation , with a diagram of the 7rpOTaaei<;, which is twice used by Boethius. 

Similarly he asserts that the treatises De syllogismis hypotheticis and 
De divisione are translations from Greek prolegomena. 

In the treatise De topicis dijferentiis Boethius used a diagram derived 
from Themistius’ commentary on the Topics , which has not come down 
to us. Shiel supposes that Boethius found that diagram in his Greek 
marginal notes to the Topics. 

Of Marius Victorinus Boethius knew the translation and commentary 
on the Isagoge of Porphyry, the work De dejinitione and the In Topica 
Ciceronis. For the rest he worked on Greek sources. His method was 
apparently first to translate a selection of the scholia (first edition of his 
commentaries); next the complete material (second edition). His Greek 
texts with marginal notes and prolegomena could be easily contained in 
one codex. It must have been very much like our oldest Greek MS of 
the Organon, the Urbinas 3^, a Byzantine MS from the 9th century. 

If we wish to believe Shiel, every line and every word of Boethius’ 
commentaries and treatises was a translation of Greek notes. This is to be 
taken strictly. Thus, both the cross-references found in Boethius’ commen¬ 
taries and the rather pretentious program of studies found in the opening 
pages of the In De interpretation II lose their proper sense: the cross-refer¬ 
ences are no longer cross-references of Boethius, and the program of stu¬ 
dies was not his program. (Our author seems to feel relieved by this result). 

As to the cross-references, De Rijk 21 made some reservations. He 


11 In Vivarium 1964. 



feels, however, inclined to accept Shield main thesis and thinks he can 
reinforce it by pointing out that in his doctrine of conversion Boethius 
did not follow Ammonius but rather agrees with Alexander of Aphro- 
disias. 

The remark itself is correct, as were most of Shield observations 
concerning the only part agreement with Ammonius. The only point 
in question is: what to infer from those facts. We have to emphasize 
then that Shiel’s explanation of the symptom of partial agreement was 
on no account the only possible way. The alternative was: that Boethius 
did know Ammonius, but took a rather independent attitude towards 
him, just as we found him doing towards other Greek sources, say 
Porphyry in logic, Nicomachus and Ptolemy in musicology. That would 
mean that he may certainly have been in Alexandria and in any case used 
Ammonius’ commentaries, but used them freely, not following him 
everywhere and in everything, but going his own way both in smaller 
and in greater things. 

There are a few more or less important points that speak for this 
answer to the question under discussion. First, it is Boethius’ usual way 
of behaving with regard to his Greek sources. Second, it is more like a 
scholar’s attitude of mind, whereas Shiel’s theory actually makes a 
machine of Boethius. Third, there are a few things in Boethius’ com¬ 
mentaries that flatly contradict Shiel’s view. Fourth, there are a few 
other things in his logical treatises which cannot be accounted for by 
Shiel’s hypothesis, but definitely point in another direction. 

To the things in flat contradiction with Shield’s theory I reckon 
such a passage as In hag. Porph ., p. 208, 22 Brandt, where he is following 
Ammonius, but not without making the critical remark: “Hunc enim 
mundum veteres deum vocabant et Iovis eum appellatione dignati sunt 
deumque solem ceteraque caelestia corpora, quae animata esse cum 
Plato, turn plurimus doctorum chorus arbitratus est”. He will not have 
found that in any Greek marginal notes originating from the Neoplatonist 
School of Athens. That School was rather emphatically pagan - much 
more than Alexandria -, but it is the Christian Boethius who by this 
remark makes his reservations in view of certain well-known and 
generally accepted Neoplatonic doctrines. 

A similar remark is found in Boethius’ commentary on Cicero’s 
Topics , where he says: “Homo seiungitur ab his animalibus quae aeterna 
sunt, velut sol a Platonicis dicitur”. 22 But that commentary would anyhow 


22 In Top. Cic.y P.L. 64, 1070 D. 
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not be contained in Boethius’ codex of the Aristoteles logicus , nor would 
the treatise De topicis dijjerentiis be in any of the 7rpoXsy6[jLeva there. 

Several other passages of the In Topica Ciceronis reveal something of 
the resistance Boethius met in Rome while introducing dialectic into 
the schools of rhetoric.Similarly the prologus of the treatise De divisione 
has an argument against those who pretend that this kind of studies is too 
hard. 2 * I think this is an argument typical of the situation in Rome and 
therefore consider it as one of those things in the logical treatises which 
cannot be accounted for by Shiel’s hypothesis. 

On the other hand, is it not much more probable that Boethius, who 
was a trained logician, composed his logical treatises himself? That they 
were a translation of Greek notes, found in his codex of Aristotle, is a 
mere guess. One can hardly say that there is a sufficient ground for it. 

As to the commentaries, as soon as one starts from the idea that 
Boethius used his Greek sources freely one will no longer wonder at 
finding a few sentences in Boethius which are totally lacking in Am- 
monius, and a passage in Ammonius which is not found in Boethius. 
Nor will it appear so strange that Boethius, though he followed Ammo¬ 
nius in many things, did not follow him in treating of conversion. 

It is true that the partial agreement in the xecpdXouoc is not enough 
to conclude to Boethius’ dependence on Ammonius. However, when 
Boethius is found to use the same diagrams which, as far as we can see, 
were not used before Ammonius, this is a fact which should not alto¬ 
gether be neglected. No doubt the possibility that these schemes were 
introduced earlier and used by others, not known to us, cannot be 
excluded. Thus it is not impossible that Boethius found the tessara logica 
scheme in his Greek marginal notes. But it must not be forgotten that 
such an argument is no more than a guess. The man who uses it certainly 
has a right to do so, but he can hardly rebuke another scholar who 
argues that certain things we do not find in Ammonius may have been 
in other, non extant works of his. 

Let me try to draw my conclusions in view of Shiel’s hypothesis. 

(1) I think it quite possible that Boethius owned a Greek codex with 
marginal notes. He may have used and, at least in part, translated 
them, but anyhow he used them freely. 

(2) That Shiel’s hypothesis as it is presented to us would give a better 


a * 1063 BC, 1107 D, 1137 A. 

** P.L. 64, 877 A. Cf. De interpr. II, Meiser p. 421, 7. 
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account of the facts, cannot be confirmed. On the contrary, there 
are too many elements that do not tally with it. 

(3) According to the fact of partial agreement with Ammonius, 
Boethius certainly may have been his student. Agreement in things 
that were actually proper to Ammonius points in this direction in a 
more categorical way. 

Here, then, we have to pass on to Courcelle’s arguments. 

Courcelle’s hypothesis was certainly neither hastily produced nor 
an arbitrary product of the mind. At the beginning the author was 
pointed in this direction by general grounds, such as those we expounded 
above, in the opening pages of the present paper. With regard to those 
arguments some reservations had to be made, yet on a few important 
points they do hold good and should not be overlooked. It was true that 
in those days the School of Ammonius was the most important Neo- 
platonist School, rather than the School of Athens; but it was too much 
to say that in the Athens of those days there was nothing at all from a 
philosopher’s point of view. It was true that, if he had always stayed in 
Rome, Boethius could hardly have had such a precise knowledge of 
Ammonius’ then quite recent commentaries as he proves to have had. 
On the other hand - and here we have passed already from the general 
or “a priori” arguments to the particular and “a posteriori” kind -, it was 
saying too much that Boethius merely “followed” Ammonius in his com¬ 
mentaries, as if he did so always and everywhere. But after all, it was Cour- 
celle who wrote that the problem of whether or not Boethius depends on 
Ammonius cannot be solved solely on the basis of the logical writings, but 
can be settled only if the whole of Boethius’ philosophy is taken into 
the account. 

It is true that the logical writings of Boethius are not altogether 
conclusive with regard to the author’s dependence on Ammonius. What 
we can say with certainty is, that it is an error to think that Boethius 
must either have followed Ammonius always and in everything, or not 
have known him at all. The alternative must be rejected : tertium datur, 
sc. Boethius can have known Ammonius and have been influenced by 
him without following him in everything. 

Neither the partial agreement in the xscpaAoua nor the occurrence 
of the same diagrams could prove the dependence of Boethius on Am¬ 
monius in the logical writings. Does the Consolatio permit us to draw 
the conclusion with certainty? 

I think it does add something to the evidence of the logical writings. 
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What can be said with certainty is: that the philosophy of the Consolatio 
ultimately points to Ammonius and to Plotinus as much as it does to 
Proclus. As for Proclus and Plotinus no argument is needed here. The 
reader can find Boethius’ dependence on Proclus sufficiently proved in 
Klingner’s commentary, in particular on III, metr. 9. With regard to 
Plotinus, references to him are not lacking in Klingner either; more¬ 
over, a few references were made in the preceding pages of the present 
paper. The books IV and V of the Consolatio direct us to Ammonius with 
the strongest measure of probability. But let us first remark that Cour- 
celle actually corrected Klingner’s views on a few rather important 
points. The chief point is, no doubt, that Klingner emphatically separated 
book II, which he characterized as a Cynic-Stoic diatribe, from book III 
which is of Platonic inspiration. Now, without any doubt there is quite 
an amount of Stoic doctrine in book II of the Consolatio y not the least 
in its view of the regular motions of the cosmos and the heavenly bodies, 
of the stable law ruling the earthly elements and keeping up a perpetual 
harmony in “the fighting seeds of things”.But we must not forget that, 
both in physics and in ethics, quite an important part of Stoic doctrine 
was incorporated into Neoplatonism 26 and that Boethius, who was 
brought up in that philosophy, implicitly imbibed a good deal of Stoicism. 
The above-cited final song of book II testifies to this fact: however Stoic 
its views may appear to us, it is this view of the cosmos which Boethius 
has been taught in the Neoplatonist School of Athens. There is the word 
perpetuum in the text, 

quod pugnantia semina 
foedus perpetuum tenent, 

to remind us of the fact that not a Stoic poet, but the Neoplatonist 
Boethius is speaking, who does not forget that the so-called “eternal 
laws” of Nature are not aeternae but perpetuae. 

Courcelle, then, was perfectly right in arguing that b. II of the 
Consolatio should not, because of its Stoic character, be opposed to the 
Platonism of III. It is quite true that both books spring from the same 
philosophical background, which is: contemporary Neoplatonism. 


2 * Thus in the final song of b. II (metr. 8, 1*4). 

26 For the view of the physical world see e.g. Enn. IV 4, 3^ (on cosmic “sympathy” and the world 
as one living being); in my Greek Philosophy, vol. Ill, nr. 1431b; cf. 1432a. In ethics and what is 
nowadays called “anthropology” it is the Stoic ideal of a 7 ra 0 £ia and of the wise man which Plotinus 
incorporated into his view of man and of the optimum of human life. See e.g. Enn. I 2-3 (Soul is in its 
essence a 7 ra 07 )^); Greek Philosophy III, nr. 1414a; and Enn. I 4, 14 (the wise man is beyond the 
711 X 07 )), Greek Philosophy III, nr. 1423. 


62 



Another important point brought out by Courcelle is that Klingner 
was not always successful in pointing to what must have been Boethius’ 
direct sources. A striking example is the way in which Boethius deals 
with fama as a gift of Fortune, referring to Cicero, but apparently not 
quoting him literally (“Aetate denique M. Tullii, sicut ipse quodam loco 
signifcat”). 2 ? When comparing the text of Cicero, Somnium ScipionisV I 22, 
with Boethius, we find that Cicero is speaking of the fame of an indi¬ 
vidual man, while Boethius mentions the fama Komanae rei publicae 9 a 
formula which is all the more striking since, in fact, he too was dealing 
with the renown of individual men. How to explain this? - Courcelle 
offers the right solution: Boethius had Macrobius’ Commentary on the 
Somnium Scipionis before him and there he read that the Romani nominis 
fama could not cross either the Ganges or the Caucasus. 28 

After the gifts of Fortune have been discussed from different points 
of view - first as ever shifting and not our own (book II), next as in- 
sufficiant to reach the “end” which is euSatfiovia (book III) -, Phi¬ 
losophy comes at last to the true Good which is one and perfect (III, pr. 
9). The reader may feel reminded of the unity of virtue, advocated by 
Plato’s Socrates, e.g. in the Protagoras . Yet, it is not mere Socraticism 
what we have before us in the present passage of the Consolatio and one 
would do better not to seek for direct paradeigmata in Plato’s dialogues. 
There is a good deal of Plato’s Timaeus in the famous Neoplatonic hymn to 
God in III, metr. 9 (0 qui perpetua ); but it is not merely the Timaeus what 
we have before us here: here and there it is the Timaeus explained by 
Proclus. This was brought out by Klingner in his commentary. On the 
other hand, when in the first part of book IV, Boethius’ Philosophia 
renews the views of Socrates in Plato’s Gorgias , arguing that the unjust 
man is neither powerful nor happy, that he is the more unhappy when he 
is not punished and that the man who ill-treated others is more unhappy 
than the man who was ill-treated by somebody else, it is not merely 
Plato’s Socrates who is speaking. The reader of the Gorgias recognizes 
the Socratic views; he finds there Socrates’ leading theme, that the 
unjust man is not able to do “what he wishes”, but in the arguments 
given in support of the Socratic thesis he will find Boethius going his 
own way. No doubt he is convinced just as Socrates was, that evil men 
are not able to reach “the end” (“that which they really wish”, i.e. the 
good), and hence denies that they are powerful. But the argument that 


2 7 Consolatio II, pr. 7, 30 ff. Stewart-Rand; Bieler p. 32, 26-33.1 ff. 

28 Courcelle, La Consolation de Philosophic dans la tradition litteraire , Paris 1967, p. 116 ff. 
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good men strive after “the end” by natural means, i.e. by virtue, while 
the evil ones do so in an unnatural way, sc. by various kinds of concupiscen¬ 
ces, though it is essentially Platonic, is not found in Plato in this form. 
It is similar with the following arguments: the blindness and utter 
ignorance of the evil ones about the real “end” of all striving - to which 
the author adds that, even if they do know it, they are not able to follow 
it, because they do not master their desires; and lastly the surprising 
statement that the evil ones do not even exist: “for those who leave the 
common end of all things existing, cease also to exist”. “That might 
seem amazing, that thus the majority of men is declared not to exist. . . 
Yet, so it is”. 

That is not Plato. It is Boethius, the disciple of those late Neo- 
platonist philosophers who were his masters. Thus, when dealing with 
the reward of justice and the punishment of evil his Philosophia declares 
that the just man will attain to the Good, which is blessedness: he will 
become a god; but the evil-doer will get into evil, that is to say, he will 
lose his character of a rational being and will go down to the level of a 
beast. That is Proclus’ explanation of metempsychosis 2 ?, which is found 
in Olympiodorus’ commentary on the Phaedo as welb<>. Courcelle sup¬ 
poses that Boethius here follows Ammonius’ commentary on the 
Gorgias which was Olympiodorus’ direct source. 

In V there are the problems concerning the praescientia Dei and the 
free will of man. Boethius solves them in the same way as in his com¬ 
mentary on the De interpretation y and there he follwed Ammonius. 
Courcelle finds in these chapters so to speak the crowning evidence in 
support of his hypothesis. 

Is it strong enough to permit us to conclude with certainty? - The 
question must be asked, but it cannot be answered by a simple “yes” or 
“no”. We are dealing with a kind of problem such as occur quite fre¬ 
quently in the field of historical and philological research: a mathematical 
proof cannot be given and should not be required; arguments of prob¬ 
ability, if sufficiently well founded, must be admitted as evidence, and 
conclusions may be drawn, though in a somewhat cautious form and not 
without reservations. That Ammonius’ Commentary on the Gorgias 
is behind Consolatio IV i -4 is not strictly proved, but it is highly probable. 
That the argument on the two kinds of necessity, expounded in the final 
chapter of the Consolatio , goes back to Ammonius, is highly probable, 


2 9 Proclus, In Timaeum III, p. 259.30 Diehl. 

30 Olympiodorus , In Phaed. p. 166.24. 
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but not absolutely certain. For who can give us a guarantee that nobody 
before Ammonius ever used the argument of the two sorts of necessity ?3i 

What can be said with certainty is: that there are fairly strong 
grounds for holding that Boethius was Ammonius* student for a few 
years, which then have to be placed in his riper youth, say from his 
17th or 18th to his 20th year. These grounds are partly of a general 
character, taken from the cultural situation of those days, partly particu¬ 
lar, founded on a number of parallels between the works of Boethius and 
the Alexandrian master**. These parallels are for a part in the logical 
writings (where, by the way, they are not confined to the xe9<xXaia 
and a few diagrams), for a part in the Consolatio (where they are not 
limited to the books IV and V)**. We fully recognized that in the logical 
writings there are other tendencies as well, so that it would be erroneous 
to think that Boethius simply followed Ammonius. On the other hand, 
to conclude that he did not know Ammonius and did not follow him in 
anything, appears to be as great an error. On the whole, the evidence 
does speak in favour of a stay in Alexandria. 

Summing up the result of this part of my inquiry I think 1 can make 
the following modest statements. 

(1) On the basis of contemporary evidence it must be accepted as 
certain that Boethius spent his school years in Athens, say from the age 
of 9 or 1 o up to about 17 or 18. 

(2) It is very probable that immediately after that period he was 
Ammonius* student at Alexandria, from the age of 17 or 18 till about 20. 

(3) Taking into the account that he was extremely precocious it is 
probable that he returned to Rome as early as the year 300 or a little 
later. There and about that date he composed the first of his mathematical 
treatises, the Institutio arithmetical and followed it up by the other three. 

To these three points I add a fourth, concerning the period in which 
Boethius* other works were written. In the preceding pages I did 


31 Alexander of Aphrodisias, in Anal. pr. 1 io, p. 140 f. Wallies, when dealing with the necessity of 
the conclusion, makes a distinction between the a7rXc7x; avayxaiov and that which is not so. Re¬ 
ferring to the Ilepl epp.T)veta<; (p. 141*3 ff-) he'says: t 6 yap e£ U 7 uo 0 £aeco<; avayxaiov toioutov 
!<m. Cf. p. 1 £4 f* 

32 For precise parallels between Boethius and Ammonius on De interpr. see Courcelle, Boice et VEcole 
d' Alcxandrie, pp. 201-203, for the decisive criterion ibid., p. 204; also Les Lettresgrecqucs en Occident, 
p. 276 f. 

33 See, for instance, in Cons. Ill, pr. 10 the term porismata , which is frequently used in Proclus and 
in Ammonius. 



not discuss the important article of C. H. Coster on The fall of Boethius,** 
which did not touch on my subject. However, the present account of 
Boethius’ younger years which brings us up to the beginning of his own 
works may be duly concluded by a correction of the traditionally accepted 
final term of his life and work. I think that Coster’s above-cited paper 
offers the grounds for such a correction. By a careful analysis of the con¬ 
temporary sources the author comes to the conclusion that the execu¬ 
tion of Boethius and Symmachus must have taken place in the summer of 
£26, shortly before Theodoric’s death. If that is correct - and I think 
Coster’s arguments are solid -, the framework into which the list of 
Boethius’ works is to be fitted will be enlarged by two years. Since a 
few years ago Dr. De Rijk drew up such a list in the pages of the present 
Journal, 3 s it may not be out of place to mention the result of Coster’s 
research at the end of this study. 

What I have not done in these pages but wish to do in the next 
number of this Journal, is to reconsider Boethius’ argument in the 
Consolatio more closely from the point of view of what does and what does 
not correspond to his own convictions. 


(To be continued in the next issue). 


34 C. H. Coster, The fall of Boethius; His character , in: Annuaire de Tlnstitut de Philologie et d'Histoire 
orientales et slaves , XII, (1952), pp. 45-81, (Melanges H. Gregoire) Bruxelles 1953. 

I dealt with this paper in section II of my contribution to the German work Aufstieg und Nie- 
dergang der romischen Welt , Band III, prepared at Tubingen for 1972. 

35 Vivarium II 2, J964, p. i$9ff. 
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allegorische Dichtung urn 1200; J. Bujnoch, Die Spruchdichtung des Salutaris poeta; U. 
Pretzel, Beitrage zur Geschichte der mittellateinischen Philologie. Suivent: Besprechungen , 
Anzeigen und Mitteilungen; nous signalons dix pages d’addenda, par F. Wagner, au 
Carmina medii aevi posterioris Latina II de H. Walther. 

Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch..., VI = 1970. D.M. 34.00. 

Articles de fond: D. von der Nahmer, Uber die Entstehungszeit der dltesten “Vita S. 
Avid”; D. Schaller, Vortrags- und Zirkulardichtung am Hof Karls des Groszen , Walther Bulst 
zum JO. Geburtstag; D. Kuijper F.f., Ad “Querelam magistri Treverensis ”; K. Forstner, Das 
Traumgedicht Baudris von Bourgueil (Carmen 37); H. Oehler, Studien zu den “Gesta Erancorum”; 
J. Oberg, Einige Bemerkungen zu den Gedichten Serlos von Wilton; T. Latzke, Der Topos 
Mantelgedicht; E. J. Thiel, Beitrage zu den Ovid-Nachdichtungen “Pseudo-Ars amatoria” und 
“Pseudo-Remedia amoris”; ]. B. Bauer, Ein parodierter Konzilskanon; G. Streckenbach, 
Paulus Niavis , “Latinum ydeoma pro novellis studentibus” - ein Gesprachsbuchlein aus dem 
Letzten Viertel des 1 £. Jahrhunderts; U. Westerbergh, Zum “Glossarium mediae latinitatis 
Sueciae”; A. Kabell, Die mittellateinische Philologie in Danemark; H. Douteil, Die Technik 
als Hilfsmittel beim Kollationieren; O. Zwierlein, Friihe lateinische Versinschriften in Schweden. 
Suivent les comptes-rendus, dont je signale Cola Minis, Deutsches und mittellateinisches 
Schrifttum im Mittelalter , Sammelbesprechung 1 .; F. Wagner, un nouveau supplement aux 
Carmina Medii Aevi Posterioris latina II ( Registre). 

La vitalite de cet annuaire apparait aussi dans la creation d’une nouvelle collection: 
Beihfte zum “Mittellateinischen Jahrbuch” hrsg. von Karl Langosch , dont nous avons re^u 
le no 4: Maximilian Schemer, Die sprachlichen Rollen im lateinischen Weihnachtslied des 
Mittelalters , Untersuchungen zur religidsen Rede und zum Epochenwandel im Mittelalter , A. 
Henn Verlag, Wuppertal-Ratingen-Diisseldorf, 1970, 346 pp. Broch. D.M. 29.80. 

C’est non sans Emotion que nous apprenons le deces d’un des redacteurs, le 
professeur Friedrich Walter Lenz de l’universite du Texas, specialiste repute des 
Etudes ovidiennes et pseudo-ovidiennes. II est triste de penser qu’il ne pourra plus 
mener a terme la revision de Tedition-Magnus des Metamorphoses qu’il avait entreprise 
et pour laquelle il £tait plus que tout autre qualifie. J.E. 
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Books Received 


jean pepin, Dante et la tradition de Tallegorie (Conference Albert-le-Grand 1969), 
Montreal, Institut d’etudes medievales; Paris, Librairie ]. Vrin, 1971; 164 pp. Prix 
$ 5.00. 

Dans cette conference Albert-le-Grand, l’auteur applique a Dante la methode 
elaboree dans son Mythe et allegorie. 

J. M. FUCHS - OLGA weijers, Lexicon latinitatis neerlandicae niedii aevi t Woordenboek van bet 
middeleeuws Latijn van de noordclijke Nederlanden , fasc. 1 -2, Amsterdam (A. M.Hakkert), 
1970-1. Prix fl. 30,-b 3°,—• 

marshall w. Baldwin, Christianity Through the Thirteenth Century. Selected documents 
edited by Marshall W. Baldwin. A Volume in the Documentary History of Western 
Civilisation. The Macmillan Press Ltd. Houndmills Basingstoke Hampshire 1970, 431 
pp., £ £.00. 

From the cover : Covering the centuries of Christianity from the Council of Nicaea 
(A.D. 32$) to the death of Thomas Aquinas (1274), the selections in this volume have 
been chosen to illustrate the features most characteristic of each of the four periods. 
First was the patristic age, with its councils and barbarian eruptions. Following the death 
of Gregory the Great (A.D. 604) come the Carolingian Age and then that of European 
recovery, which lasted to the middle of the twelfth century. The fourth period, ‘the high 
middle ages’ ,to the end of the thirteenth century, was, again, a time of Councils and 
Saints. 

The documents, in wide variety, might be described as selections illustrating Christian 
life, largely in the West, in its varied and changing aspects. For reason of space certain 
categories, such as controversies over jurisdiction and Byzantine Christianity, have been 
omitted. Many of the translations have been prepared by the editor for this volume. 

Fernando inciartf, Forma Formarum. Strukturmomente der thomistischen Seinslehre 
im Ruckgriff auf Aristoteles. 

Symposion (Philosopliische Schriftreihe, herausgegeben von Max Muller, Bernhard Welte 
und Erik Wolf). Verlag Karl Alber, Freiburg-Munchen 1970, nr. 32. 184 Seiten. Engl. 
Brosch. 28,— DM. 

From the cover : Hier wird ein Begriff, der erst in unserem Jahrhundert explizite Geltung 
erlangt hat, auf seine Ursprunge zuriickverfolgt: der Begriff von Struktur. Bei der 
Ubemahme und Weiterbildung der Theoreme von der Seele als ‘forma formarum’ und 
vom Sein als ‘actus actuum et formarum’ durch Meister Eckhardt und Nikolaus von Kues 
bestand noch eine enge Verbindung zwischen zwei Arten von Denken, deren Unter- 
schiedenheit sich im Laufe der Zeit immer mehr bis zur Gegensatzlichkeit der Begriffe 
von Substanz und Funktion und damit von Metaphysik und Wissenschaft zuspitzen sollte. 
Nun hat die neuere logische Forschung nachgewiesen, dasz die ersten Ansatze zum 
Strukturbegriff im Umkreis der Aristotelisch-Thomistischen Analogien zu suchen sind. 
Schon von hier aus stellt sich die Frage, ob die Substanzlehre der traditionellen Meta¬ 
physik tatsachlich vor dem Funktions- und Strukturbegriff weichen musz, wenn sich der 
Ubergang von einer den Phanomenen vertrauenden Einstellung zu einer ihnen wissen- 
schaftlich misztrauenden Haltung vollzieht. Die Unterscheidung verschiedenen Reflex- 
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ionsstufen in der metaphysischen Substanz- bzw. Seelenlehre sowie in ihrem logischen 
Gegenstiick, der Lehre von der differentia specifica, zeigt, dasz das Gegeneinanderspielen 
von kritischen Funktionsbegriffen und naiven Substanzvorstellungen selbst einer kriti- 
schen Revision bedarf. Diese Reflexionsstufen sind die der Univozitat und Synonymitat 
einerseits und der Analogie und Paronymie andererseits. Ihnen entsprechen auf der 
logisch-methodischen Seite die generalisierende abstractio totius und die formalisierende 
abstractio formae. Inciarte weist nun nach, dasz die Thomasforschung, sofern sie sich 
immer ausschlieszlicher am Neoplatonismus orientiert, Gefahr lauft, die zweite und tiefere 
Schicht aus dem Auge zu verlieren, wie das schon einmal in der Schulphilosophie 
geschehen ist. In diesem Sinne schrieb er schon friiher: “Die Gefahr einer entleerenden 
Verarmung der Wirklichkeit droht nicht aus der Formalisierung, sondern vielmehr 
daraus, dasz diese auf die Form der Quantitat beschrankt wird . . . Noch Cajetanus 
konnte im 16. Jahrhundert iiber die formalisierende Methode der Mathematik sagen, sie 
sei der metaphysischen separatio nahe verwandt, ‘propter quod metaphysicalia ut sic 
non comparantur ad physicalia per modum totius universalis (. . .) sed ut formalia ad 
materialia, sicut et mathematicalia. Et hoc est valde notandum* (In de ente et essentia. 
Prooemium). 

Bald darauf freilich nahm die mathematische Naturwissenschaft die Formalisierung in 
Beschlag, und die metaphysische Formalisierung muszte das Feld raumen. Ihr leerer 
Platz wurde dann von einer generalisierenden Ontologie eingenommen, die dem Ansturm 
der Kantischen Kritik nicht mehr standhalten konnte.” 

aristoteles latinus V 1-3 Topicd. Translatio Boethii, Fragmentum recensionis alterius 
et translatio anonyma. Edidit Laurentius Minio-Paluello adiuvante Bernardo G. Dod. 
Brussels-Paris, Descl^e de Brouwer 1969. 

BERNARDI DE TRIUA, Quuestiones disputdtde de cognitione animae separatae. Ad fidem codicum 
edidit Pius Kunzle O. P. Corpus Philosophorum Medii Aevi auspiciis Academiarum 
consociatarum editum. Opera philosophida mediae aetatis selecta. Vol. I, 420 pp. 
A Franche A. G. Verlag. Bern 1969. Sfr. 80,—. 

Walter Burley’s Treatise De Formis von Frederich J. Down Scott. (Veroffentlichungen 
der Kommission fur die Herausgabe ungedruckter Texte aus der mittelalterlichen 
Geisteswelt. Band 4). 

Munchen 1970. Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 71 Seiten, 13,— 
DM. 

MAURICE GIELE, FERNAND VAN STEENBERGHEN, BERNARD BAZAN, Trois COmmentdircs 
anonymes sur le Trdite de VAme d’/imtote, £28 pp. Philosophes medievaux, Tome XI. 
Publications universitaires Louvain/Beatrice-Nauwelaerts Paris 1971. 600 BF. 
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The Development of Suppositio naturalis 
in Mediaeval Logic 


L. M. DE RIJK 


I NATURAL SUPPOSITION AS NON-CONTEXTUAL SUPPOSITION 

A recent publication of major importance 1 has put the Mediaeval 
doctrine of supposition in the larger domain of the history of the 
logic of indefinite propositions and those about individuals. Its 
author, Mrs. Dr. E. M. Barth, has convincingly shown that especially the 
theories of the so-called ‘natural supposition’ ( suppositio naturalis , or 
absoluta , or secundum habitum) have much contributed to, or show much 
affinity with, some of the modern interpretations of the matter involved, 
among others those of J. Mari tain, H. B. Veath, and Bruno Baron von 
Freytag Loringhoff, while especially the latter’s theory of the so-termed 
logophoric concepts is interesting in this respect 2 . 

My discussion with Mrs. Barth during the preparation of her book 
has brought the question of natural supposition under my attention again. 
I had already discussed this matter in the second volume of Logica Moder- 
norum (Assen 1967 ; pp. £7 I_ S7 8 ) and in the paper Significatioy suppositio 
en Pedro HispanoJ 

The aim of this paper is to elaborate and, partly, correct the view 
of natural supposition given there by a discussion of the most represen¬ 
tative thirteenth century authors and of some fourteenth century 


1 Dr. Else M. Barth, De logica van de lidwoorden in de traditionelc JUosofie (The Logic of the Articles 
in Traditional Philosophy; with a Summary and Conclusion in English, pp. 387-410), Leiden 1971. 
The present author had the honour of being a co-reader of this doctoral thesis, which came into 
existence under the promotorship of his colleague Professor Gabriel Nuchelmans. — The work 
will be published in English. 

2 Mann konnte sagen, solche Allgemeinkonkreta wie “Rose” enthalten einen Logophor , einen 
ontologisch selbstandigen Trager der hier gemeinten Eigenschaften, der seinerseits bis auf dieses 
Merkmal der ontologischen Selbstandigkeit unbestimmt bleibt, eine Leerstelle die in ein geeignetes 
Individuum eintreten kann wenn man von der “Rose” zu “diese Rose” iibergeht. Von Freitag, 
Logik. Ihr System und Ihr Verhaltnis zur Logistik. Stuttgart 3 1961, p. 26, quoted from Barth, op. tit., 
pp. 26-27. 

3 in: Pensamiento 25 (1969), pp. 225-234. 
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logicians with whom natural supposition still played a role, such as 
John Buridan and Vincent Ferrer. 

The thirteenth century authors are Peter of Spain, William of 
Sherwood, the anonymous author of the Tractatus de proprietatibus sermo- 
num , and Lambert of Auxerre. It should be remarked at the outset that 
there is no interdependence between these thirteenth century authors, 
apart from the rather vague relation effected by their standing in a 
common tradition of logic.* 


Peter of Spain’s Tractatus or Summule logicales (c. 1232) 


For Peter of Spain (c. 120^-77)5 natural supposition ( suppositio 
naturalis ) is the acceptance of a common substantival term for all those 
individuals by which it (i.e. the universal form signified by it) is of a 
nature to be participated in. So the term ‘homo', when it is taken by 
itself (per se sumptus ), denotes, according to its nature as a significative 
term, 6 all men, including those who exist, those who have existed and 
those who (possibly) will exist. I give Peter’s text?: 

Tractatus VI, 4: Suppositionis alia communis, alia discreta. Suppositio communis est que 
fit per terminum communem, ut 'homo'. [ .] 

Item. Suppositionum communium alia naturalis, alia accidentalis. Suppositio naturalis est 
acceptio termini communis pro omnibus a quibus aptus natus est participari, ut 'homo' 
per se sumptus de natura sua supponit pro omnibus hominibus qui fuerunt et pro omnibus 
qui sunt et pro omnibus qui erunt. 


Accidental supposition ( suppositio accidentalis) is the acceptance of 
the same common term for all those individuals its adjunct determines. 
So in the proposition: ‘homo est ’ the term ‘ homo ’ denotes all men who 
exist at the present time (at the time of speaking), whereas in ‘ homojuit ’ 
it denotes all men who existed in the past, and in ‘homo erit ’ all men who 
will ever exist: 


* This will be shown in the Introduction to my edition of Peter of Spain’s Tractatus (= Summule 
logicales ). 

5 For his dates, see my On The Life of Peter of Spain, The Author of The Tractatus, called afterwards 
Summule logicales, in this Journal, 8 (1970), pp. 123-154. 

6 For the interpretation of natura = nature of the term qua term, see below, p. 98. 

1 After our best manuscripts which I have used for the critical edition (to be published in the middle 
of 1972). I give the numbering of this edition. 
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Ibid: Accidentals autem suppositio est acceptio termini communis pro eis pro quibus 
exigit adiunctum. Ut ‘homo est' : iste terminus ‘homo' supponit pro presentibus; cum autem 
dicitur 4 homojuit supponit pro preteritis; cum vero dicitur ‘homo erit' , supponit pro 
futuris. Et ita habet diversas suppositiones secundum diversitatem eorum que ei adiun- 
guntur. 

The crucial problem is that of the relation of natural supposition to 
signification. Let us start with Peter’s definition of signification. For him 
signification is the mere representation of a res accomplished through a 
word by convention, the res being either a universal nature or any individ¬ 
ual 8 partaking in this universal nature: 

Tractatus VI, i: Significatio termini, prout hie sumitur, est rei per vocem secundum 
placitum representatio. Quare cum omnis res aut sit universalis aut particularis, oportet 
dictiones non significantes universale vel particulare non significare aliquid. 

So for Peter the notion of signijicatio covers both the connotation of the 
universal nature or essence and the denotation of the individuals par¬ 
ticipating in this essence. 

Now the problem lies not in the fact that Peter makes the impres¬ 
sion of failing to give a clear-cut distinction between supposition and 
signification — since he actually does give it —, but in the fact that at the 
same time he introduces natural supposition, which seems to enervate 
the clear-cut distinction previously given. 

Let us face the facts. Peter starts with the following definition of 
supposition: suppositio is the acceptance of a substantival term as standing 
for something. He immediately adds two differences between supposi¬ 
tion and signification. First, signification arises by imposing on a vocal 
sound (vox) the function of signifying something, while supposition is the 
acceptance of a term already significant, as standing for something. So 
when one says : ‘ homo currit' , the term ‘ homo ’ stands (supponit) for Socrates 
or for Plato, and so on. Hence signification is (logically) prior to sup¬ 
position. Besides, signification and supposition do not concern the same 
thing either, for, to signify belongs to the vocal sound (as such), whereas 
to supposit (supponere) belongs to the term which is, as it were, already 
constituted from a vocal sound and a signification: 

Tractatus VI, 3: Suppositio vero est acceptio termini substantivi pro aliquo. DifFerunt 
autem suppositio et significatio quia significatio est per impositionem vocis ad rem 
significandam, suppositio vero est acceptio ipsius termini iam significantis rem pro aliquo. 
Ut cum dicitur ‘homo currit' , iste terminus 4 homo' supponit pro Sorte vel pro Platone, et 


8 Peter has particulare . 
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sic de aliis. Quare significatio prior est suppositione. Neque sunt eiusdem, quia signi- 
ficare est vocis, supponere vero est termini iam quasi compositi ex voce et significatione. 
Ergo suppositio non est significatio. 

Thus Peter explicity states the difference between signification and 
supposition. However, his natural supposition, being defined in contra¬ 
distinction with accidental supposition, which is determined by a 
propositional context, seems to be accomplished apart from such con¬ 
text, since it is said to be the supposition of a term taken by itself (per se 
sumptus ). 

We should not be surprised to find different interpretations of 
Peter’s natural supposition. Joseph Mullally seems to think that the 
phrase ‘per se sumptus ’ indicates that the term does not enter at all into a 
proposition .9 For that matter, Mullally explicitly says that for Peter 
supposition was the property of any substantive term in virtue of which 
the term could substitute for a thing or things, regardless of whether it was 
a component part of a statement or not . 10 

Ernest Moody energetically rejects this view, 11 but his arguments 
adduced against Mullally’s view are not wholly to the point, I am afraid. 
First, he takes Peter to state explicitly that supposition is a property of 
the term , and not, like signification, a property of vocal sounds, the term 
being defined, according to Moody, by Peter as “that into which a 
proposition is resolved, as into its subject and predicate”. Moody refers 
to Peter’s definition of terminus in the opening lines of De sillogismis. 
However, Peter explicity says that in our tract (De suppositionibus ) the 
word ‘ terminus ’ is taken as a vocal sound which signifies a universal or 
individual. 12 — Secondly, Peter’s entire discussion of supposition shows, 
Moody says, that the kind of supposition a term has, depends on its 
occurrence in a proposition. However, Moody’s remark does not hold 
good for natural supposition , not even for all kinds of accidental supposition 
either, as will be shown, below, p. 76-79. — Finally, Moody holds that to 
construe supposition as the direct relation of a significant term to what 
it signifies would be completely trivial and allow no basis for the sharp 

9 The Summulae logicales of Peter of Spain, Notre Dame Indiana 1945, Introduction, p. XLVIII: 
“A substantival term possesses natural supposition when it is taken by itself. It is only when the term 
enters into a statement that it has accidental supposition”. 

10 Ibid., p. XLVH (italics mine). 

11 Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic, Amsterdam 19^3, pp. 21-22. 

12 Tractatus VI, 1:.dictiones non significantes universale vel particulare... non erunt termini 

prout hie sumitur ‘ terminus*. There is a gloss dating from as early as the end of the 1 3th century (in 
R an C, see my edition): terminus vero, ut hie sumitur, est vox significans universale vel singulare, 
ut ‘homo’ vel ‘Sortes’ vel ‘ album*. 
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distinction drawn by Peter between supposition and signification. Again, 
Moody seems to neglect the special place of Peter’s natural supposition, 
not to mention his erroneous opinion that in Mullally’s view supposition 
would be nothing else than the direct relation of a significant term to what 
it signifies, to the extent that “a name is the name of whatever it is the 
name”; if this would be the case, the opponent view were completely 
trivial indeed. That it is not completely trivial will be argued below, p. 79T 

The late Father Boehner has given an ingenious solution of our 
problem . 1 3 He takes Peter’s natural supposition as the natural capacity 
for supposition a term has due to its having signification. He doubts 
Mullally’s interpretation that for Peter a substantival term possesses 
natural supposition when it is considered by itself, that is, apart from its 
function in a proposition. For the rest, unlike Moody, Boehner sees our 
problem very well and proposes the following solution: Peter does not 
deny that the supposition occurs only in a proposition. Consequently, 
natural supposition, too, has reference to a proposition, although it is 
abstracted from any concrete occurrence in a proposition . 1 4 As to Peter’s 
example of natural supposition, Boehner gives the following interpreta¬ 
tion: when 4 homo ’ is considered in itself ( per se sumptus — that is, un¬ 
specified and undetermined by a definite predicate), it has, by its very 
nature, supposition for all men, who are, have been, and will be.^ 
Accidental supposition, on the contrary, is accomplished, in Boehner\ f 
view, when we do not abstract from the concrete occurrence of a term 
but consider it in the propositional context, that is, when the term 
occurs with something adjoined to it ( adiunctum ), the term stands either 
for something of the present, past, or future. Such a supposition is 
accidental, since the kind of supposition the term has is determined by 
what happens to be joined to it. 16 

Boehner’s interpretation has the major advantage of bringing natural 
supposition closer to signification but avoiding, at the same time, to make 
it contradict one of the apparent key-notions of the concept of supposi¬ 
tion, viz. that supposition is a property of a term in so far as it is used in 
a propositional context. 1 ? 

13 Medieval Logic. An Outline of Its Development from 1250 to c. 1400, Manchester University 
Press 1952, pp. 33-34. 

14 op.cit. y p. 34. 

15 op. cit. y p. 33. 

16 I think, Boehner’s view of the unspecified and undetermined propositional function of a term 
having natural supposition may be compared with Von Freytag’s Leerstelle, — of course except 
for the general ontologism of the latter’s logophoric entities. 

17 For the propositional context as an essential requirement, see my Logica Modernorum II 1, pp. 113- 
11 7 J 123-12 s; 199; 220; 494; £39-£49; and 561. 
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I think, Boehner is quite right in considering 18 natural supposition 
the natural capability for supposition a significative word has. Indeed, 
signification endows a vocal sound (vox) with the function of signifying 
something, and due to this significative function it is capable of suppositing 
for everything by which the universal nature signified by that vocal sound 
may be participated in . 1 9 Thus the term's relation to extramental things 
to be denoted is assured, and Moody’s fear for the completely trivial view 
of natural supposition as the direct relation of a significant term to its 
signijicatum taken as mental representation, is superfluous, since a term’s 
natural supposition does not primarily concern what it signifies , but what 
it may denote as a result of having signification. 

All the same I am afraid Boehner’s view of Peter’s natural supposi¬ 
tion is not completely correct. Although he is certainly right in taking it 
for the natural capacity of a term (= significative vocal sound) for 
supposition, he is not in thinking that for Peter natural supposition also 
has reference to a proposition . 

To my mind Peter is certainly not explicit in denying that sup¬ 
position occurs only in a propositional context. But, fairly speaking, he 
should have denied it if, at least, he were asked to give a straight-on 
answer. For more than once he speaks of supponere in cases of a non- 
propositional context. I give some examples. 

(1) Discussing restriction (in the tract De ampliationibus ) he defines 
it as the contraction of a common term from a greater supposition to a 
lesser one. So when one says: ‘homo albus currit\ the adjective 4 albus ’ 
restricts the supposition of 4 man ’ to white men: 

Tractdtus IX, 2 : Restrictio est coarctatio termini communis a maiori suppositione ad 
minorem. Ut cum dicitur ‘ homo albus currit ’, hoc adiectivum 4 albus' restringit ‘homi- 
num* ad supponendum pro albis. 

It is clear from this text that in Peter’s view the natural supposition of 
the term 4 homo ’ is limited here not by any predicate but by the adjective 
noun 4 albus\ the predicate 4 currit ’ being quite irrelevant and, accordingly, 
the occurrence of the expression 4 homo albus ’ in a proposition does not 
matter either. 

(2) In the tenth tract (De appellationibus ) appellation is defined as 
the acceptance of a common term for an existing thing. It differs from 


18 See op. cit.y p. 33. 

19 a quibus aptus natus est (sc. terminus) participari (Tract. VI 4, quoted above, p. 72). Boehner 
reads (op. cit. y p. 120) with Bochenski (who used a rather bad manuscript for his edition): de 
quibus aptus natus est predicari (ed. Bochenski 6.04). 
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supposition and signification, Peter says, in that appellation is only of 
an existing thing, whereas signification and supposition are both of an 
existing thing and of a non-existing thing. The example our author adds 
is most illustrative of his view of supposition: the term ‘ Antichrist’ 
signifies the Antichrist and supposits for the Antichrist, but does not 
name (non appellat) anything, while the term ‘homo’ signifies Man and 
by its own nature (de natura sua ) supposits for both existing and non¬ 
existing men and names only existing men: 

Tractatus X, i: Appellatio est acceptio termini communis 20 pro re existente ... DifFert 
autem appellatio a suppositione et a significatione quia appellatio est tantum de re exis¬ 
tente, sed significatio et suppositio tarn de re existente quam non existente. Ut ‘ Anti- 
christus * significat Antichristum et supponit pro Antichristo, sed nichil appellat, ‘homo* 
autem significat hominem et de natura sua supponit tarn pro existentibus quam non 
existentibus et appellat tantum homines existentes. 

Peter apparently speaks here of the natural supposition of the term 
‘homo’. It should be noticed that one and the same term ‘homo’ is used 
here as an example of signification and supposition, while any proposi¬ 
tional context is missing and superfluous . Our author clearly speaks of the 
(natural) supposition of ‘ Antichristus’ and ‘homo’ taken as loose terms apart 
from any adjunct . 

(3) In the eleventh tract (De restrictionibus ) Peter explicitly states 
that one type of restriction is accomplished by a noun, a second type by 
a verb, a third one by a participle and a fourth one by a relative clause 
(per implicationem ). The example given of the first type is: when one says 
‘homo albus ’, the term ‘homo’ does not supposit for black or intermediately 
coloured men but is restricted to white men: 

Tractatus XI, 2: Restrictionum autem alia fit per nomen. Ut cum dicitur l homo albus\ 
iste terminus ‘homo* non supponit pro nigris nec pro medio colore coloratis, sed 
restringitur ad albos. 

It is self-evident that, in this case of (restricted) supposition, again, any 
propositional context is missing and superfluous. This is striking the 
more, as the second type restriction does include such context, since it 
is effected by means of a verb; e.g. when one says ‘homo currit\ the term 
‘homo’ supposits for men who exist at the present time: 


Ibid.: Alia fit per verbum. Ut cum dicitur *homo currit ', iste terminus 'homo' supponit 
pro presentibus. 


20 Our better manuscripts all have communis , which is omitted by the later ones. 
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The third and fourth types of restriction, on the contrary, do not imply 
either a propositional context, though the examples given are proposi¬ 
tions. Indeed, the expression ‘homo currens' makes ‘ homo' to supposit for 
only men who are running; the predicate * disputat' (in: i homo currens 
disputat ’) is of no use here. The same can be said of the predicate ‘ currit' 
used in Peter’s fourth example: 

Ibid.: Alia fit per participium. Ut cum dicitur ‘ homo currens disputat 1 , iste terminus ‘homo* 
supponit pro currentibus. Alia per implicationem. Ut cum dicitur * homo qui est albus 
currit* y hoc quod est 21 * qui est albus* restringit hominum ad albos. 

(4) The subdivisions Peter gives of the first type of restriction can 
only confirm my interpretation. Again the (restricted) supposition is 
effected by nouns apart from any propositional context , e.g. ‘ animal-homo' y 
where the mere adjunction of ‘homo’ restricts the former term’s 
supposition. The same holds good for the other sub-types: 

Ibid. 3 : Item. Restrictionis facte per nomen alia fit per inferius appositum superiori. Ut 
cum dicitur ‘ animal-homo* , iste terminus *animal* supponit tantum pro animalibus que 
sunt homines. Alia fit per differentiam advenientem generi que est essentialis cum sit 
constitutiva speciei. Ut cum dicitur ‘ animal rationale *; hie enim 1 animal* supponit pro 
rationabilibus. Alia fit per adiectivum accidentis. Ut cum dicitur *homo albus*, iste 
terminus ‘ homo* supponit pro albis tantum. 

(5) Peter’s discussion of the special rule for the restriction effected 
by means of nouns affords a further confirmation of my view that Peter 
practically uses suppositions outside a propositional context. In the next 
section (XI, 4) he explicitly states 22 that in such expressions as ‘ animal 
homo ’ and ‘homo albus ’ the term adjoined (respectively, ‘homo’ and ‘albus') 
restricts the preceding one (respectively, ‘ animal ’ and ‘homo') when 
added directly ( adiunctum ex eadem parte ) 23 to a more common term. It 
should be noticed that Peter speaks here of an immediate juxtaposition. 
Well, this expression is never used in Mediaeval grammar and logic for 
the adjunction of a predicate-term to a subject-term. 

(6) Some more support for my thesis can be found in Peter’s 
discussion (XI, 18) of the restriction effected by usage (restrictio que ft 


21 ‘hoc quod est’ = ‘the expression’, the phrase being one of the Latin equivalents of the Greek 
article t6 used as a means to substantiate the expression which immediately follows. See also 
below, p. 100, n. 63. 

22 De restrictione facta per nomen communi^r sumpta talis datur regula: omne nomen non 
diminuens neque habens naturam ampliandi, adiunctum ex eadem parte termino magis communi, 
restringit ipsum ad supponendum pro hiis que exigit sua significatio. 

22 ‘ex eadem parte adiungere’ = ‘to place adjacent to’. 
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ab usu). It clearly appears here, too, that the propositional context does 
not matter as such. When one says: ‘nichil est in archa ' 2 *, the proposition 
is true, when there are no solid objects in the box, although it is full of 
air, since the term ‘nichiV from its usage supposits for absent solid and 
firm objects. Here the propositional context is certainly relevant, since 
the term ‘nichil' has this supposition only in combination with predicates 
such as ‘esse in archa'. On the contrary, for Peter’s second and third 
examples the propositional context is quite irrelevant; indeed the term 
‘Rex' taken as a loose term supposits from its usage in a certain region, 
for the king of that region; for the term 4 magister' the same holds good 
mutatis mutandis: 

Tractatus XI, 18: Solet autem poni quod quedam restrictio fit ab usu. Ut cum dicitur 
'nichil est in archa *♦, quamvis sit plena aere, quia iste terminus ‘ nichiV supponit ab usu 
pro rebus solidis sive firmis. Et ‘ Rex venit’ pro rege patrie, et ‘ Magister legit * pro magistro 
proprio 2 5 . 


The only conclusion to be drawn from the preceding texts is, that, for 
Peter of Spain, natural supposition is the natural capacity of a significative 
word for supposition, be it in or outside the proposition. This is to be 
understood in the following way. 

When a vocal sound (vox) is endowed with signification and, thus, 
has become a vox significativa or term, (i) it signifies a universal nature or 
essence (its signijicatum ), and (2) it has a natural capacity to stand for 
(supponere pro ) all actual and possible individuals partaking in this universal 
nature; it is said, then, to have natural supposition (suppositio naturalis). 
This natural capacity, however, may be limited in its actual function by 
another term adjoined to the first one; this adjunct may be the predicate- 
term of the proposition of which the first term is the subject-term; in this 
case Peter speaks of (3) accidental supposition (suppositio accidentals), for 
which, accordingly, the propositional context is an essential point; 
however, the limitation, or restriction, can also come from a non- 
propositional adjunct, such as an adjective noun, or another substantive 
noun (and the other cases mentioned above, p. 77-8); in all these cases 


24 ‘there is nothing in the box'. 

25 The so-called Summe Metenses are pretty clear on account of this kind of restriction (termed there: 
restrictio usualis per antonomasiam): Per antonomasiam, ut cum dicitur ‘ Rex venit'. Licet enim iste 
terminus ‘ rex' supponat communiter pro quolibet rege, tamen ex usu loquendi restringitur ad 
supponendum pro rege patrie in qua est loquens. Simile est de istis nominibus: ‘ dominus' in sua 
domo, f episcopus' in episcopatu suo, et sic de similibus. (quoted from my Logica Modernorum II i, 
p. 463). It is self-evident that the context which effects this restricted supposition is a social one, 
not a propositional one. I think, the same can be said of Peter’s view of the matter. 
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(4) Peter also speaks of supponere , this kind of restricted supposition being 
termed restriction (together with other kinds of restriction which are 
propositional). 26 

So natural supposition is indeed a term’s supposition (or better: its 
capacity for supposition) which is the direct result, or counterpart, of 
its having signification. It has not necessarily a reference to a propositional 
context, as Boehner thinks. As a natural capacity for supposition, natural 
supposition has a reference to a possible context, which supplies an 
adjunct to limit (or: restrict) the term’s original capacity. However, 
this context is of a three-fold type: 

(a) a propositional context, in which the adjunct is a predicate-term; 
in such cases we have some types of restriction 

(b) an attributive context resulting from a mere juxtaposition ( adiunctio 
ex eadem parte) in which the adjunct is an attributive term or phrase; 
then, we have some other types of restriction 

(c) a social context, in which the ‘adjunct’ is the special usage of some 
social unit (e.g. family, school, or region); in these cases we have 
some types of restrictio usualis (= restriction occurring by usage). 2 ? 

I think, this interpretation will be confirmed when other thirteenth 
century authors are taken into consideration. 


2 — William of Sherwood’s so-called Introductiones in logicam (c. i 2$o?) 28 


For William of Sherwood signification is nothing more than just 
the mental presentation of a universal nature, while supposition is the 
ordering of one concept under some other; finally, copulation is the 
ordering (or: cumulation) of some concept over and above some other: 

Introd. y p. 76 1618 ed. Grabmann: Est igitur significatio presentatio alicuius forme ad 
intellectum. Suppositio autem est ordinatio alicuius intellectus sub alio. Et est copulatio 
ordinatio alicuius intellectus supra alium. 29 

26 The term’s significative function to denote individuals may also be completely taken away; in 
that case the term only refers to its significatum (Peter has: (VI, 5): pro re universali significata per 
ipsum, sc. terminum), and we have simple supposition (suppositio simplex ), then. 

27 some other types of usual rectriction being propositional; see above. 

28 I think the usual arguments for dating William’s work c. 1 240 are not conclusive nor are those 
adduced for his influence on Peter of Spain, Lambert of Auxerre and other masters (such as Albert 
the Great and Thomas Aquinas). See the Introduction to my Peter of Spain edition — For that matter I 
am inclined to date William’s work about 1250 and to locate it in Oxford, where William was 
active as a master at that time. 
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What exactly does William mean by ‘ordering’ (ordinatio) when he says 
that supposition is the ordering of one concept under some other and 
copulation the one over and above some other? One might think that in the 
case of supposition the ordering concerns the predicative relation of both 
terms as found in a proposition. In fact, I have defended this view in my 
Logica Modernorum (II i, pp. 567-570), but feel inclined, now, to make 
some qualification. Indeed, the ordering in a propositional context is 
one of the kinds of ordinatio , probably the most important, but not the 
only one. William’s view may be compared with Peter’s, and, again, we 
may adduce some support from William’s discussion of restriction, which 
is found in his tract De appellatione (pp. 82-85 ed. Grabmann). 30 William 
gives a rule regarding supposition and appellation 1 : 

terminus communis non restrictus, habens sufficientiam appellatorum, supponens 32 
verbo de presenti non babenti vim ampliandi, supponit 33 tantum pro hiis que sunt 
(p. 8224-26). 

“an unrestricted common term, having sufficient appellata and being the subject of a 
present-tense verb that has no ampliating force, supposits only for those things that 
do exist.” 

Next the expression ‘ non restrictus ’ (unrestricted) is explained. It must 
be added, William says, because, if a common term is restricted, it may 
supposit for something that does not exist (and in such cases appellation 
is ruled out). William points out that of the four types of restriction, 
three 34 are excluded by the above condition ‘ non-restrictus’, viz. restric¬ 
tion effected by an adjective noun (e.g. 'homo albus ’), restriction effected 
by a relative clause (implicatio ; e.g. ‘ homo quijuit ’ or ‘ homo qui est albus’), 
and the one effected by a participle (e.g. ‘ homo currens’). In all these cases 
there can be spoken of a restricted common term (i terminus communis 


29 For my interpretation of these definitions, see Logica Modernorum II i, pp. s66-§yg. 

30 Grabmann’s edition of William’s work is even worse than Bocheriski’s edition of Peter’s Summulae. 
A list of corrections of the former will be published by John Malcolm, below, pp. 108-118. Many of 
Grabmann’s erroneous readings are already noticed and corrected by Norman Kretzmann, William 
of Sherwood*s Introduction to Logic , translated with an introduction and notes, Minneapolis 1966. 
I owe much to his translation. 

31 appellation being defined (ed. Grabmann, pp. 26-28) as the present correct application of a term, 
i.e. the property with respect to which what the term signifies can be said of something through 
the use of the verb ‘is’ (Appellatio autem est presens convenientia termini, i.e. proprietas secundum 
quam signification termini potest dici de aliquo mediante hoc verbo ‘est’). 

32 ‘Supponere’ c. dativo = ‘to be the subject of’. 

33 ‘Supponere pro* = ‘to supposit for’ (= ‘to stand for’). 

34 Kretzmann seems to be right in supposing that the text is corrupt here (op. cit., p. 124, n. 78). 
I think we have to read something like: et ad eius similitudinem dicuntur implicatio et similiter 
(participium et) dictio adiectiva restringere terminum communem. 
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restrictus ), which the rule given is to exclude. This does not hold good, 
William adds, for the fourth type of restriction, viz. the one accomplished 
by a verb. I give the text: 

Et apponitur hoc membrum ‘ non-restrictus ', quia si sit restrictus (sc. terminus communis), 
potest supponere pro non existenti, ut hie: ‘Aomo quifuit est non ens\ 

Sed intellige quod restringere est proprie cogere aliquid esse in breviori loco quam sue 
nature competit. Et ad eius similitudinem dicuntur^s implicatio et similiter (participium 
et) dictio adiectiva restringere terminum communem. 

Unde de tribus restrictionibus intelligendum est hie, — et non de verbo, licet quandoque 
restringat; ut hie: *homo currit '; iste terminus ‘Aomo’ secundum se potest supponere 
pro preteritis, presentibus, et futuris, sed coarctatur hie ad presentes per verbum 
presentis temporis. (ibid., pp. 8 2 26 -8 3 2 ). 

William apparently wants to make clear primarily that the word ‘un¬ 
restricted* added to ‘common term ’ in the rule given is to be understood as 
ruling out the three first kinds of restriction, and not the one effected by 
a verb.36 En passant he comes to speak of the fourth type of restriction, 
viz. the one effected by a verb in a proposition. 


The following observations may be made: 

(1) restringere seems to be defined by William in the same manner as 
by Peter of Spain, viz. as the contraction of a common term from a 
greater to a lesser supposition (see above, p. 76).37 

(2) since restriction is said [see (1)] to be a kind of supposition, and 
William’s three first types of restriction are all of them restrictions 
of the non-propositional type , our author implicitly states that there is 
something like supposition effected by a non-propositional contexts 

(3) When William says: the term ‘man taken as such (secundum se ), he 
means exactly the same as what Peter of Spain calls terminus per se 
sumptus and, accordingly, William has here in view what he else¬ 
where calls (p. 74 22 ff.) suppositio in habitu and what Peter terms 
natural supposition. 

35 for my guess of the correct readings, see the previous note. 

36 see the excellent translation given by Kretzmann ad hoc. 

37 Cfr. Kretzmann’s note, op. cit., p. 124, n. 78. 

38 Kretzmann rightly observes (ibid., n. 80) that William “seems thus to have explained that 
4 unrestricted’ in the rule is intended only to rule out such restrictions as may occur within the 
subject-term itself (‘ a white man , ‘a running man’, ‘a man who is white’); however, his speaking of 
1 subject-term’ might cause some confusion in that it suggests a propositional context. I think, he will 
agree that the restrictions under discussion are all effected within the phrases *a white man ’, ‘a running 
man’, etc., quite apart from the fact that they may act as subject-terms in a proposition. Cfr. my 
explanations given above, p. 77C 
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Before we may compare William’s view of supposition with Peter’s, 
we have to discuss the former’s concept of suppositio secundum habitum. 

In the first section of his tract De proprietatibus termini William points 
out that ‘supposition and ‘ copulation , like many names of this sort, are 
used in two ways: either with respect to an actual occurrence in a 
proposition (secundum actum ) or with respect to the capacity for such an 
occurrence (secundum habitum ). He adds that the above definitions 39 of 
supposition and copulation are given with respect to what they are in 
actual occurrence. Next he gives their definitions with respect to what 
they are in capacity. In this sense supposition is called a signification of 
something as subsisting; for what is of that sort, he says, is naturally 
suited (natum est) to be ordered under something else: 

Ibid ., p. 74 > 9 - 24 : Et notandum quod suppositio et copulatio dicuntur multipliciter — sicut 
multa huiusmodi nomina —: aut secundum actum, aut secundum habitum. Et sunt iste 
diffinitiones (viz. the above mentioned, p. 74 16 ff.) earum secundum quod sunt in actu. 
Secundum autem quod sunt in habitu, dicitur suppositio significatio alicuius ut subsistentis ; 
quod enim tale est, natum est ordinari sub alio. 

What is striking in William’s definition of habitual, or virtual, supposition 
is that he considers it a certain kind of signification. In doing so he goes 
even further than Peter seems to do in distinguishing after all between 
supposition and signification. It should be noticed in this connection that 
William puts both on a line by calling signification as well as supposition 
(and copulation and appellation) properties of a term: 

Ibid. t p. 74 12 * 16 : quatuor sunt proprietates termini quas ad presens intendimus diversi- 
ficare ... Et sunt hee proprietates: significatio, suppositio, copulatio, et appellatio. 

Thus William brings natural (habitual) supposition in an even closer 
relation with signification than Peter does. Therefore, in William’s view 
the question of the distinction between signification and supposition is 
more urgent. 

William’s suppositio secundum habitum is defined as signification of 
something as subsisting (signijicatio alicuius ut subsistentis ). Well, since 
signification is defined by our author as the presentation of some form 
to thought (presentatio alicuiusforme.ad intellectum ), we have by substitution 
the following definition of his habitual supposition: presentation of some¬ 
thing (some form) as subsisting to thought. Accordingly, William’s natural 
(habitual) supposition is the signification of subsistent things (forms), 

39 see above, p. 80. 
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i.e. those things or forms that are suited to be underlying i>7roxetp,eva 
(= subiecta or supposita), i.e. entities that underly as substrata adjacent 
entities and are signified by substantival terms. 

So we may conclude that for William in the case of the generic 
concept of signification the distinction of grammatical categories (sub¬ 
stantive, adjective noun, verb) is irrelevant, while it is of decisive 
importance for the distinction of two species of signification, viz. natural 
(habitual) supposition (concerning substantive nouns) and natural (habit¬ 
ual) copulation (concerning adjective nouns and verbs). Let us take the 
concepts ‘ man and ‘white’ as examples. The generic concept of significa¬ 
tion concerns them taken in either formal abstraction ( humanitas, 
respectively albedo) or in total (material) abstraction (homo qua homo, 
respectively album qua album). Natural (habitual) supposition, on the 
contrary, is the signification effected by the substantival noun ‘homo’, 
and natural (habitual) copulation the one effected by the adjective noun 
‘albus’ or the verb ‘albere’. 

In fact William’s views go parallel with those of Peter of Spain in 
some respects, in others not. I quote the relevant texts from the latter’s 
work: 

Tractatus VI, 2 : Significationis alia est rei substantive, et habet fieri per nomen substan- 
tivum, ut ‘ homo *; alia rei adiective, et habet fieri per nomen adiectivum vel per verbum, 
ut ‘ albus * vel *currit Quare proprie non est significatio substantiva vel adiectiva, sed 
aliquid significatur substantive et aliquid adiective, quia adiectivatio vel substantivatio 
sunt modi rerum que significantur, et non significationis. — Nomina vero substantiva 
dicuntur supponere, nomina vero adiectiva et etiam verba dicuntur copulare. 


“Of significations, one is that of a substantival thing and is to be accomplished by a 
substantival noun, as ‘ homo *; another is that of an adjectival thing and is to be accomplished 
by an adjective noun, as ‘ albus ’ or by a verb, as ‘currit *. Accordingly, properly speaking 
not signification is substantival or adjectival, but something is signified in the substantival 
way and some other thing in the adjectival way, since adjectivation and substantivation 
are modes of the things signified, not of signification. — Well, substantival nouns are 
said to supposit, but adjectival nouns and also verbs are said to copulate.” 

For both authors signification taken generically is the mental representa¬ 
tion of a thing (res), which is subdivided into that of a subsistent thing, 
as man, and that of an adjacent thing, as white or running. Further, they 
seem to agree in taking the mental representation of a subsistent thing as 
natural (respectively, habitual) supposition accomplished by substantival 
nouns. However, unlike Peter, William carries the line through by 
calling the mental representation of an adjacent thing habitual copula- 
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tion.^o Another difference is that Peter apparently wants to give a 
clear-cut distinction between signification and supposition (see above, 
p. 73f.) and does not define natural supposition as a kind of signification, 
which it is in fact for him, too, while William does so explicitly. Thus 
for William habitual supposition is more closely related to signification 
than for Peter, at least as far as their expositions of the matter are 
concerned. 

However, the gist of their views seems to be the same: a term’s 
natural (habitual) supposition is its virtual supposition, i.e. its capacity 
for suppositing for concrete individuals: this capacity is closely related to 
(the generic concept of) signification and has, as capacity, a reference to 
a possible context, which is to actualize this potency. However, this 
context is not necessarily a propositional context. 4 * 


3 —The Anonymous Tract De proprietatibus sermonum (c. i2 2o) 


This tract is found in the collective manuscript Munich C.L.M. 
14.4^8 and has been edited in my Logica Modernorum II 2, pp. 703-730.^2 
Its anonymous author starts** his discussion of significare with 
pointing to the special meaning of this word when said of voces ; when 
one says vox est signijicans (significativa), a relation is predicated of vox, 
rather than an action, unlike when one says of a person that he is signiji- 
cans rem per vocem. This is a relation between a word and the thing 
signified and may be considered a kind of resemblance of the word taken 
as a sign and the thing signified (signatum). Accordingly, a word signify¬ 
ing a thing is nothing else but a word giving a sign about a thing: 


Tract, de prop, sermonum , p. yio 22 -yn l ed. De Rijk: significare autem, ut dictum est 
de vocibus, non videtur predicare agere sed potius relationem sive similitudinem 
quandam et convenientiam signi inquantum est signum, ad signatum. . . . Unde non 
aliud videtur dicere vocem significare rem nisi vocem facere signum de re , non quod facere 
dicat agere, sed signum facere idest: notam 44 esse. 


40 For that matter, it should be noticed that copulation is only defined by Peter, not discussed. 

41 Cfr. above, p. 82. 

42 For this tract, see Log. Mod. II i, pp. S7S-S7 8 '* S 8o > 

43 ed. De Rijk, p. 710 8 ff. 

44 nota is Aristotle’s aup^oXov (De interpr. i, 16a 4). Cfr. Boethius’translation of the passage in¬ 
volved: sunt ergo ea quae sunt in voce earum quae sunt in anima passionum notae (ed. Minio 
Paluello, p. $ 4 ' 6 ). 
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Significare is divided into supponere and copulate. To supposit (supponere) 
is etymologically defined as to denote something through some universal 
nature ( designate aliquid sub aliqua forma). A substantival noun signifies 
an individual through an universal nature, that is its essential part or 
substance (essence), and this kind of signification is called supposition. 
An adjective noun, on the contrary, signifies an individual through (one 
of) its adjacent natures (viz. its properties), and this kind of signification, 
being of the additive or cumulative type, is called copulation: 

Ibid.: 7ii5-7i29: Significare autem, prout dicitur de voce, dividitur in supponere et 
copulare. ... Queratur ergo quid sit supponere secundum quod dicitur: “nomina substan- 
tiva supponunt, sed nomina adiectiva non subponunt sed copulant. ” 

Videtur autem quod supponere secundum etimologiam vocum non sit nisi sub ponere idest 
designare aliquid sub aliqua Jorma... 

Nomen ergo substantivum sive subpositivum dicitur istud proprie et secundum primam 
inventionem quod est nomen suppositi sive substantie secundum formam perfectam illius 
substantie. Unde nomen substantivum significat unum et ut unum. Significat enim rem 
que est sub sua forma, non que dicatur ad illam rem, sed que est de re et pars essentialis 
rei. Unde dicitur nomen substantivum quia est nomen substantie, idest prout est per se 
existens et ad cuius significationem potest fieri adiectio per alium terminum ratione sui 
significati. 

Adiectivum ergo dicitur eoquod adicit rem suam substantivo, nec fit subiectum sermonis 
adiectivum nisi mediante substantivo. Significat enim ut ad aliud nec significat ut stans 
per se. Unde dicitur copulare, idest significare copulative sive coniunctive ad aliud. 

Supposition, then, is defined as signif cation of a thing, through its 
substantial nature or essence, as far as it is conceived as subsistent: 

lbid. f 71 2 1618 : Suppositio igitur est significatio rei sub forma substantiali perficiente earn 
prout sub ipsa cogitata est res ut perfectum et per se ens, non ad aliud dicta per modum 
accidentis, sed ad quod dicatur aliud. 

Like in the other thirteenth century tracts supposition is often (viz. for 
all kinds of accidental supposition, termed here suppositio respectiva) 
linked up with the requirements of true predication in a proposition.45 
However, in this tract, again, natural supposition is found, which is 
called here suppositio absoluta. It is the supposition of the term taken in 
itself (i terminus per se sumptus). It should be noted that our tract explicitly 
states that accidental supposition ( suppositio respectiva ) is effected through 
the adjunction of a verb, which is an argument e contrario for the thesis 
that natural supposition is effected whenever any propositional context 
is missing: 


45 See Log. Mod. II i, p. £ 77, and the Tractatus passim. For this characteristic, see below, p. 106. 
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Ibid. Item. Solet poni talis divisio: supp^sitionum alia absoluta, alia respectiva. 

Absoluta dicitur quam habet terminus per se sumptus, ut 'homo* ; supponit enim absolute 
ex institutione pro quolibet equal iter. Respectiva autem dicitur eadem suppositio 
respectu alicuius attributionis verbi. Ut cum dicitur ‘homo currit* , non hie simpliciter 
supponit pro homine, sed pro currente. Et hoc dicitur respective supponere. ‘f/omo* 
autem per se dictum nec supponit pro currente nec pro albo. 

The phrase eadem suppositio is somewhat puzzling and might suggest 
something like Boehner’s interpretation of natural supposition.46 How¬ 
ever, since our author says that accidental (respective) supposition is 
accomplished with respect to some (alicuius) adjunction of a verb, he 
apparently takes natural (absolute) supposition to be effected whenever 
an attributio verbi is missing. The pronoun alicuius seems to prevent 
us from accepting Boehner’s interpretation. The same can be said of our 
author’s discussion of restriction. Although he deals with restriction as 
a restricted supposition effected in a propositional context (viz. under 
the heading: appellation, which is defined as the property of a term to 
denote a concrete individual by the intermediary of a present tense verb) 
—, the non-propositional restriction effected by an adjective noun is 
acknowledged, though not discussed in full. I quote the relevant passages: 

Ibid., 72 2 2 5-72 67 : Appellatio est proprietas que inest voci ex eo quod assignet 47 aliquem 
mediante verbo presentis temporis. Per hoc patet quod ille terminus tamtummodo 
appellat qui vere potest sumi cum verbo presentis temporis... et cum talis 
variatio sit suppositio coartata et talis suppositio coartata per verbum presentis vel 
preteriti vel futuri 48 dicatur appellatio, de tali variatione tractandum est ad presens. Et 
cum talis variatio sit restrictio facta per verbum, videndum est quid sit restringere. 
Restringere est terminum coartare ad supponendum pro presentibus tantum. Et talis 
restrictio fit per verbum presentis temporis. Ut cum dico ‘ homo est*, iste terminus 1 homo* 
restringitur ad supponendum pro presentibus tantum. 

So far the propositional context turns out to be essential. However, the 
next lines show that our author also knows a kind of restriction accom¬ 
plished not by a verb but by an adjective noun: 

Ibid., 7 2 37-9 : Vel pro paucioribus quam existentibus; et talis restrictio fit per adiectivum. 
Ut cum dicitur ‘ homo albus currit*, iste terminus 'homo* restringitur ad supponendum 
pro albis tantum. 

It is self-evident that the restriction effected by Gibus’ does not depend 
on the occurrence of the phrase ‘homo albus ’ in a proposition. 

46 See above, pp. 7^-76. 

47 ‘assignare* h. 1. = ‘appellare’ or ‘nominare’ =* ‘to denote* (a concrete individual). 

41 The addition of rel preteriti vel futuri is remarkable in this context. 
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It must be agreed, however, that apart from natural (absolute) sup¬ 
position the non-propositional supposition does not play any role in 
this Tractates. 

For that matter, our author’s definition of supposition, does not 
explicitly state the propositional context as a requirement for a term’s 
having supposition, just like such a requirement is missing with Peter 
of Spain and William of Sherwood.49 On the contrary, when he defines 
(711 10 ; see above, p. 86) supponere as designate aliquid sub aliqua forma, 
the latter phrase is to be taken for designare sub forma substantially 0 i.e. 
denoting a thing through its essential nature, where any reference to 
a context (propositional or non-propositional) is missing. 


The conclusion may be drawn that, like William of Sherwood, our 
anonymous author takes supposition for a kind of signification (see above, 
pp. 8$ and 86), viz. the signification of a subsistent thing, which is capable 
of being the subject of talking (de quo possit fieri sermo ): 

Ibid. 71218-21 : Unde supponere est significare rem sub aliqua forma ut per quam cogitatur 
res ut per <se> ens et stans in anima et de quo possit fieri sermo et respectu cuius 
dicatur aliud.. .si 

Well, since talking about something is accomplished through the addition 
of a verb to the term signifying that thing, this capacity, in fact, is the 
capacity for being the subject-term of a proposition. And since, to the 
Mediaeval mind, every proposition contains a verb and a verb effects the 
restriction of a term’s signification to denoting only a certain portion of 
the individuals partaking in the universal nature signified by the term, — 
supposition is considered a term’s capacity for denoting individuals. So 
our author seems to be in line with both Peter of Spain and William of 
Sherwood as far as the basic function of supposition is concerned. Unlike 
Peter, he agrees with William in neglecting a clear-cut distinction be¬ 
tween supposition and signification. 

49 Unlike the thirteenth century very influential tract Cum sit nostra which defines supponere as 
rem suam sub apposito (= predicate) ponere. (p. 446 30 31 ed. De Rijk). See Log. Mod. II 1, p. 568. 

50 Misled by our author’s aliqua I have wrongly taken the aliqua forma for the forma predicati in my 
Log. Mod. II 1, p. 569. The context (see p. 712 16 ff.) clearly shows that our author means the own 
substantial form of the thing signified : suppositio ... est signifcatio rei sub forma substantiali perfciente 
earn prout sub ipsa cogitata est res ut perfectum et per se ens. 

si The continuation of our passage (cum ipsum non cogitatur ut dependens ab alio , hoc respectu habito ad 
ea que sunt secundum modum secundum quern est id quod est substantia) betrays the author’s intermingling 
of the logical and ontological domains, which characteristic is found throughout the whole work. 


88 



Finally, his absolute (= natural) supposition fits in very well with 
his general discussion of signification and supposition, though his intro¬ 
duction of the distinction between absolute and respective supposition 
seems to be rather incidental.s 2 

The next section will show that another thirteenth century logician, 
Lambert of Auxerre, who gives a rather prolix discussion of signification 
and supposition and their relations, has much the same views of the 
matter involved. 


4 — Lambert of Auxerre’s Summula (c. i 260) 


The Black Friar Lambert of Auxerre wrote a compendium of logic 
probably at the Court of Troyes or Pamplona between 1253 and 12^7 
and published it in Paris between 12^7 and 1276, most likely about 
1260.53 I quote from the manuscripts, especially from the manuscript 
Paris, B.N.Lat. 16.617. 

Unlike William of Sherwood Lambert does not consider signification 
a property of a term, but, like Peter of Spain, he takes signification to be 
prior to supposition. They are related to one another as what is called 
the perfection of a term to its property. Therefore, he wants to start 
with the former’s definition and to show the differences between signi¬ 
fication and supposition: 

f. i2ov: Cum logicus terminum consideret, conveniens est ut determinet de termini 
proprietatibus; cuius enim est considerare subiectum, et proprietates. 

Multe autem sunt proprietates termini, scilicet suppositio, appellatio, ampliatio, 
restrictio, distributio et relatio. Inter quas primo de suppositione dicendum est. Sed 
quia significatio est sicut perfectio termini et termini proprietates supra significationem 
fundantur, ideo in principio ad evidentiam sequentium videndum est quid sit termini 
significatio et in quo differat a suppositione. 

Well, the signification of a term is defined by Lambert as the con¬ 
cept, or mental representation (= intellectus), of a thing, which is 

52 See the text. Item. Solet poni talis divisio ... etc. (see above, p. 87). 

53 See my Note On The Date of Lambert of Auxerre's Summule , in this Journal 7 (1969) pp. 160-162. — 
To the eleven manuscripts mentioned there (where Troyes 2401 is to be corrected into Troyes 2402 ) 
two others may be added, the so-called E.T.S. codex in Cambridge U.S.A. (see Bulletin de la 
Soci£t£ pour l’Etude de la philosophic medievale 8-9 (1966-67), p. 125), and the codex Kyn 2 vart 
(Konigswart, Checho-Slowakia); see Franciscus Cada, Codd. mss. Biblioth. Castelli Kyn 2 vart, 
Prague 1965. 
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accomplished by the arbitrary imposition of a word. For the words are 
signs of the mental representations and the latter are signs of things: 

Ibid.: Significatio termini est intellectus rei, ad quem intellectum rei vox imponitur ad 
voluntatem instituentis. Nam sicut vult Aristotiles in Primo Peryermenias, voces sunt 
signa passionum que simt in anima, idest intellectuum, intellectus autem sunt signa rerum. 

Next, our author explains the relations of word, mental represen¬ 
tation and thing at length: 

Ibid .: Ad cuius intelligentiam sciendum quod ad hoc quod aliqua vox sit significativa, 
quatuor exiguntur: res, intellectus rei, vox, et unio vocis cum intellectu rei. 

Res dicitur illud quod extra animam existens per sui speciem ab anima apprehenditur, 
ut homo , vel lapis. 

Intellectus rei dicitur species vel similitudo rei que est in anima. Nam, sicut vult Aristotiles 
in Tertio De Anima , lapis non est in anima sed species lapidis. Et per istam speciem vel 
similitudinem anima rem apprehendit. 

Vox est illud quod profertur. Quando ergo fit unio vocis cum intellectu rei, tunc unitur 
significatio voci et efficitur vox significativa. Et licet res sit naturalis et intellectus rei et 
vox similiter, quia a principiis naturalibus formantur, tamen quia a voluntate fit unio 
intellectus rei cum voce et in hoc consistit vocis impositio ad significandum, — ideo vox 
dicitur significare ad voluntatem instituentis. 

Sic ergo vox primo et per se et inmediate est signum intellectus rei, ulterius vero et 
mediate est signum rei. Sicut enim dicitur quod quicquid est causa cause, est causa 
causati, sic potest dici simili modo quod quicquid est signum signi, est signum signati. 
Unde cum vox sit signum intellectus et intellectus sit signum rei et sic res sit signatum, 
— vox, que est signum signi, scilicet intellectus, erit signum signati, scilicet rei, sed 
inmediate signum intellectus, mediate autem signum rei. 

From this passage it clearly appears that Lambert holds an epistem¬ 
ological view of the Aristotelian type. So the signification of a term is the 
natural representation in mind denoting an extramental thing, such as 
man or stone , whose mental representation is put upon ( imponitur ), and 
united with (unitur) a word, which becomes by this a vox significativa. 

Next, our author gives two differences between signification and 
supposition. The former directly follows from the foregoing explanations. 
Signification is (logically) prior to supposition in that the word (vox) 
primarily receives signification as its formal principle (forma), due to 
which union of matter (vox) and form (significatio) a vox becomes a vox 
significativa or terminus, while supposition is a property of the term thus 
constituted: 

Ibid .: Differt autem significatio a suppositione in hoc quod prior est significatio quam 
suppositio. Significatio enim est intellectus rei qui per vocem representatur; ante cuius 
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unionem cum voce non est terminus, sed constituitur terminus in unione illius intellectus 
rei cum voce. 

Suppositio vero est quedam proprietas termini sic constituti. 

Another difference is that signification only concerns the thing 
signified by the term ( res signijicata ), while supposition may also concern 
all individuals the term can stand for. E.g. the term ‘homo' signifies only 
Man taken as a species, while it may supposit not only for the species Man , 
but also for individual men, such as Socrates and Plato. 

Ibid .: Alia est differentia quia significatio solum extenditur ad rem ad quam significandam 
imponitur terminus, sed suppositio non solum extenditur ad rem que per terminum 
significatur, sed potest extendi ad supposita contenta sub ilia re. Verbi gratia: significatio 
‘hominis * solum extenditur ad hominem , non ad contenta sub homine: ‘homo 1 enim significat 
hominem , non Sortem nec Platonem; potest tamen ‘ homo ’ supponere pro Sorte et pro 
Platone et pro homine. 

From this it appears that for Lambert the thing signified by a term 
(res signijicata) is the universal nature or essence. In other words: 
signification concerns the universal nature or essence and supposition 
may concern both, essence and individual concrete things partaking in 
this essence. 

The latter difference is brought into relief by Lambert’s distinction 
of the four different ways in which the name ‘ suppositio ’ is used.** Only 
the first and the fourth are of importance now. Suppositio in the first 
sense is the substantival way of signifying a thing and, accordingly, is a 
special kind of signification, not a term’s property, while the fourth 
sense of ‘ suppositio ’ is the one usually meant in the tracts De suppositionibus : 

Ibid. : Sciendum autem quod ‘ suppositio ’ quatuor modis dicitur. Uno modo dicitur sup¬ 
positio : substantiva rei designatio vel significatio... Quarto modo dicitur suppositio 
acceptio termini pro se sive pro re sua vel pro aliquo supposito contento sub re sua vel 
pro aliquibus suppositis contentis sub re sua. Et isto quarto modo est hie intentio de 
suppositione.. .Primo autem modo suppositio est quedam specialis significatio termini, 
et non termini proprietas... Sed est suppositio primo modo dicta significatio termini 
substantivi. Et huic suppositioni respondet copulatio, que est adiectiva rei significatio. 

Thus suppositio (i) is nothing but a special kind of signification, viz. 
the substantival one, in contra-distinction to the adjectival one which is 
labelled copulatio , whereas suppositio (4) is a property of a term having 
substantival or adjectival signification, i.e. a special acceptance of the 
term, which in fact limits its use to just one of its possible applications. 
Thus we have the following scheme: 

54 This distinction is quite different from that found in the Summule dialectices (p. 268 20 31 ) edited by 
Robert Steele (Opera hactenus ineditaRogeriBacon, Fasc. XV, Oxford 1940) under Roger Bacon’s name. 
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Scheme I 


{ (i) termini substantivi = suppositio primo modo dicta 
(2) termini adiectivi = copulatio. 

Well, Lambert says, the first-type suppositio , which is a kind of signification 
is not intended here. The subject of the tract De suppositionibus , on the 
contrary, is the supposition which is not a kind of signification , but a 
property of the term, something that is based on its having signification. 

Unfortunately matters are somewhat complicated by the introduc¬ 
tion of another distinction, viz. suppositio communiter dicta and suppositio 
proprie dicta. It should be noticed at the outset that this distinction con¬ 
cerns supposition in the technical sense in which it is used in the tracts 
under discussion: 

f. 121 2 : Sciendum vero quod suppositio de qua intenditur hic f dicitur duobus modis, 
scilicet communiter et proprie. 

It appears from the context that supposition in the wider sense (suppositio 
communiter dicta ) is a common name used for both the supposition of 
substantival terms and that of adjectival terms (= copulation); taken 
properly ‘supposition only concerns substantival terms. And in the latter 
sense it is dealt with in our tract in contra-distinction with copulation 
which is also (shortly) discussed in the tract De suppositionibus: 

Ibid. : Est autem suppositio communiter dicta, sicut iam dictum est, acceptio termini pro 
se sive pro re sua..., vel acceptio termini pro supposito sue rei sive pro suppositis... Cum 
enim dicitur 'homo est species ’, 'homo* tenetur pro se sive pro re sua, et non pro supposito 
aliquo. Si vero dicatur 'homo currit*, 'homo* tenetur pro supposito. Similiter cum dicitur 
'album disgregat* y 'album* tenetur hie pro se sive pro re sua, nam illud predicatum non 
convenit albo ratione suppositi, sed ratione sue forme. Cum vero dicitur 'album currit*, 
tenetur pro supposito. 

In the next lines Lambert says that supposition in the wider sense 
is the common name for both supposition in the strict sense and copula¬ 
tion. However, in the preceding lines all the examples of what is called 
supposition in the wider sense are those of supposition in the stricter 
sense, none of them concerning copulation. If our text is not corrupt, 
Lambert is not very clear: 

Ibid. : Dividitur autem suppositio communiter dicta in suppositionem proprie dictam et 
copulationem. Communiter enim loquendo supponunt termini substantivi et termini 
adiectivi, sed proprie loquendo suppositio convenit terminis substantivis et copulatio 
terminis adiectivis. 

So we may set up another scheme: 
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Scheme II 


suppositio communiter f (O termini substantivi = suppositio proprie dicta 
d icta [ (2) termini adiectivi = copulatio. 

Combining Schemes I and II some confusion seems to be obvious: 

Scheme III ( = I + II) 

(1) termini substantivi = suppositio primo modo dicta ( = suppo¬ 
sitio proprie dicta) 

(2) termini adiectivi = copulatio. 


significatio 

(suppositio communiter 
dicta) 


Thus the confusion is twofold: 

(a) not only ‘ suppositio ’ (viz. primo modo dicta ) is used (see Scheme T) for a 
special kind of signification ( quedam specialis signijicatio ), viz. that of a 
substantival word, but also (see Scheme II) for signijicatio being a generic 
term designating both the signification of substantival words and that of 
adjectival words. 

(b) suppositio proprie dicta = suppositio primo modo dicta , but, at the same 
time, it is, together with its counterpart, suppositio communiter dicta , 
subsumed under suppositio de qua intenditur hie , i.e. suppositio quarto modo 
dicta. 

The result is (1) that after all there is no clear-cut distinction be¬ 
tween signijicatio and suppositio in Lambert’s work and (2) that the 
suppositio proprie dicta in fact is an all-overlapping member of the distinc¬ 
tion. The latter point appears from the continuation of the text: 


Et est suppositio proprie dicta acceptio termini rem fixam et per se stantem representantis 
[in other words: it is a special kind of signification, viz. that of substantival words], 
secundum quam teneri potest pro <se, sive pro) re sua, sive pro supposito vel suppositis 
contentis sub re sua [i.e. it is the basis for the different kinds of supposition]. 

We may now dress two other schemes illustrating the confusing 
terminology used by Lambert. The one is set up from the view-point of 
suppositio , the other from that of signijicatio. However, it should be borne 
in mind that our author would certainly not have endorsed these schemes, 
since all his distinctions, and the divisions suggested by them, seem to be 
meant as a number of distinctions that are unrelated to one another. 
However, the confusion which is bound to originate from Lambert’s 
use of parallel explanations of the members of the different distinctions, 
cannot be better thrown out in relief than through these schemes. 
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ss For the sake of clarity the different kinds of supposition are added to this scheme which is meant itself to show the different wajs in which the word 
‘suppositio* is used. 



Though Lambert himself would not agree with these comprehensive 
schemes (IV and F), he seems to have been aware of a possible confusion, 
for he explicitly warns his readers to distinguish well between supposition 
(and copulation) taken as a kind of signification and as a term’s property: 

Ibid.: Ex predictis patet quod suppositio est termini significatio et termini proprietas, 
et similiter copulatio. Aliter tamen sumitur ‘ suppositio ’ ut est termini significatio, et ut 
est termini proprietas. Similiter est copulatio, ut visum est. 

Et de suppositione et copulatione que sunt termini proprietates, et non prout sunt 
termini significationes, hie intenditur. 

Thus he rejects the combination of our Schemes I and //, and, accordingly, 
Schemes IV and V. The only ground for this rejection is the Mediaeval 
logicians’ distinction of the signification of a word and its significative 
function of suppositing for things. It is exactly this distinction which 
underlies the distinction of natural and accidental supposition. 


All the foregoing distinctions and divisions are primarily concerned 
with the several ways in which the term ‘ suppositio ’ may be used. They 
may be collectively headed by the questions quid sit suppositio or quot modis 
dicatur ‘suppositio '. 

The proper division of the kinds of supposition (to be headed: de 
divisione suppositionum) is a different matter. Accordingly, Lambert makes 
a fresh start. 

The primary division of supposition is that into natural and accidental 
supposition. Natural supposition is that which the term has of its own, 
or by nature. A term has natural supposition when it is put by itself 
(per se) and is not joined with another term whatsoever. Having natural 
supposition it stands for both all actual and all possible individuals par¬ 
taking in the universal nature signified by the term. The name ‘ suppositio 
naturalis' refers to the fact that a term has this supposition by nature or 
from within (ab intrinseco ), not from an adjunct (ab adiuncto ): 

f. i 21 r : Suppositio primo sic dividitur: suppositionum alia est naturalis, alia accidentalis. 
Naturalis suppositio est quam habet terminus a se et a natura sua. Hanc dicitur habere 
terminus quando per se ponitur, idest quando nulli alii adiungitur. Terminus vero habens 
illam suppositionem non solum supponit pro hiis que participant formam suam, imo 
supponit pro omnibus hiis que possunt vel potuerunt participare formam suam, scilicet 
pro presentibus, preteritis, et futuris. 

Dicitur autem ista suppositio naturalis eoquod non est in termino ab extrinseco sed ab 
intrinseco; naturale enim est cuius principium est intra. 
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Its counterpart, accidental supposition, is defined as that which a term 
has from an adjunct to the extent that the latter determines what the 
term stands for (supponit). This adjunct seems to be the predicate-term of a 
proposition of which our term is the subject-term. The name ‘accidental 
supposition refers to the fact that a term’s supposition depends on an 
external factor: 

Ibid. : Accidentalis suppositio est quam habet terminus ab adiuncto. Et in hac supponit 
terminus secundum exigentiam illius cui adiungitur. Si enim dicatur ‘ homo est', supponit 
pro presentibus, quia adiungitur verbo de presenti; si dicatur ‘ homofuit supponit pro 
preteritis; si dicatur ‘homo erit\ pro futuris. 

Dicitur autem hec accidentalis eoquod inest termino ab extrinseco: quod enim ab 
extrinseco inest alicui, accidental est ei. 

Next, accidental supposition is subdivided into simplex and personalis , the 
latter being subdivided into discreta and communis ; and so on. 

We are only interested now in natural supposition. The crucial 
question is whether the phrases 

(1) quam habet terminus a se et a natura sua , and 

(2) quando per se ponitur , idest quando nulli alii adiungitur 

indicate that Lambert thinks here of a kind of supposition a term has 
outside the proposition. As to the former there may be some doubt, 
whereas the latter seems to exclude any doubt. To all appearance we 
have here the same view of natural supposition as with Peter of Spain 
(see above, p. 79L), and with the anonymous author of the Tractatus de 
proprietatibus sermonum found in Munich C.L.M. 14.458 (see above, p. 
87 f.). 

However, there seems to be some complication. When discussing 
the kind of supposition which is termed later on suppositio simplex , 
Lambert says that a term has this supposition owing to its form or uni¬ 
versal nature (rationeforme ). I give the relevant texts: 


f. 1 21 r : Cum enim dicitur ‘ homo est species', ‘homo' tenetur pro se sive pro re sua, et 
non pro supposito aliquo. Si vero dicatur ‘homo currit ', ‘homo' tenetur pro supposito. 
Similiter cum dicitur ‘album disgregat ’ 56 , ‘album' tenetur hie pro se sive pro re sua, nam 
illud predicatum non convenit albo ratione supposito, sed ratione sue forme* 8 . Cum 
vero dicitur ‘album currit ’, tenetur pro supposito. 


56 viz. visum = ‘pierces’, ‘penetrates’. For this term, see Aristotle, Topica III 119a 30-31 in the 
translatio Boethii (ed. Minio-Paluello, p. 59): “.. .albi est ratio color disgregativus visus. 

57 i.e. a concrete, individual partaking in the essence whiteness. 

58 i.e. the essence whiteness. 
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f. 121 v : Suppositionum accidentalium alia est simplex, alia personalis. Simplex suppositio 
est ilia secundum quam tenetur terminus pro se vel pro re sua, non habito respectu ad 
supposita sub se contenta. 

Dicitur autem ilia suppositio simplex que est in termino ratione forme sue. Et quia forma 
de se simplex est et indivisibilis, ideo ilia suppositio que inest termino a forma, simplex 
dicitur. 

The decisive question is whether or not there is any difference between 
a term’s natural supposition and its (accidental) simple supposition. If 
any, there must be a parallel difference between the phrases ‘having its 
supposition by nature ( a se et a natura sua ) 9 and ‘having a predicate owing 
to its form or nature (ratione sue forme ) 9 . I think there is in Lambert’s 
opinion an important difference between these phrases and, accordingly, 
between natural and simple supposition, which may be worded thus. 
When having natural supposition a term is taken by itself, i.e. without 
any relation to an adjunct, and, accordingly, meets with no limitation of 
its application whatsoever: therefore it is taken as standing for all its 
actual and possible supposita (i.e. individuals which partake in the uni¬ 
versal nature signified by that term). On the contrary, when a term has 
simple supposition it has as a subject-term of a proposition a relation to 
an adjunct (== predicate), but this very predicate causes our term to be 
taken as standing for only the universal nature signified by it, not for any 
suppositum whatsoever. It should be noticed that in the definition of 
natural supposition the phrase ‘ natura sua 9 refers to the own nature of 
a term qua term, whereas in the definition of simple supposition the 
phrase ratione forme means: owing to the forma or natura signifed by the term. 

The following conclusions may be drawn concerning Lambert’s 
views: 

(1) Signification is the mental representation of a universal nature, which 
is united with a word and makes it a significative word (vox signif- 
cativa ). Signification is prior to any acceptance of a term in the 
context of a proposition, i.e. it logically precedes any relationship 
to a predicate. 

(2) natural supposition is the illimited or unrestricted supposition of a 
term, i.e. its standing for all its actual and possible supposita. Any 
relationship to an adjunct is excluded. 

(3) simple supposition is the most limited supposition of a term, i.e. its 
standing for only its own forma, with the explicit exclusion of its 
standing for any individual partaking in this forma. A term’s having 
simple supposition is caused by its relationship to the predicate-term 
of the proposition of which it itself is the subject-term. 
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There is a close affinity between natural supposition and signification. 
Signification of a word being the mental presentation of a universal nature 
signified by that word endowes a word with a significative function by 
nature (a nature sua ) to stand for all actual and possible individuals 
partaking in this universal nature. However, its significative function can 
be obstructed by an extrinsic factor (< ab extrinseco , i.c. by an adjunct). So 
we can say: signification endowes a word with a natural significative 
function and when exercising this function unobstructed the word has 
natural supposition. In any case of obstruction the word has accidental 
supposition, i.e. either simple or personal supposition. 

Simple supposition is a rather peculiar use of a word in that it 
prives the word completely from its natural significative function, which 
is to designate individuals partaking in the universal nature signified by 
the word. Instead of exercising its natural function it stands for itself or 
its own content (pro se vel pro re sua). 

Personal supposition, with all its subdivisions, makes a word 
exercise its significative function more or less limited. 

Viewed from a word's significative function, natural supposition 
may be defined as virtual supposition, viz. the capacity of standing for all 
(actual and possible) individuals (supposita) partaking in the universal 
nature signified by that word. As virtual supposition it is neither actual 
supposition nor signification, but the general property of a term resulting 
from its having signification, just as risibilitas ( = the capacity of laughing) 
is a proprium of man resulting from his rationality, to use a Mediaeval 
comparison. 

Lambert’s view of natural supposition shows some affinity with 
William of Sherwood’s in that, unlike Peter of Spain, they both make the 
distinction naturalis-accidentalis (respectively secundum habitum —secundum 
actum) the basic one, while for Peter it is only a sub-distinction of the 
suppositio communis . 59 

Our next question is whether, for Lambert, too, the context 
required for accidental supposition is necessarily that of a proposition, in 
other words: is the adjunct required always the predicate of a propo¬ 
sition? 

It must be agreed that Lambert’s discussion of accidental supposition 
strongly supports an affirmative answer to the question: his examples 


59 For Lambert, see the text quoted above, p. 96: suppositio primo sic dividitur. For William, see 
above, p. 83. For Peter, see his Tractatus VI 4, quoted above, p. 72. 
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always introduce a predicative adjunct, not an attributive one, such as in 
'homo albus ’. 60 

However, like Peter and William, our author certainly knows of 
the other kinds of adjunct effecting a restricted supposition, such as the 
relative clause, like in 'homo qui est albus \ Just as with Peter and William 
we have to look for them in his discussion of restriction. 

When dealing with appellation Lambert gives the same rule as 
William (see above, p. 81), be it with some further qualifications: 

f. 12 2 V : Terminus communis substantialis vel accidentalis, non restrictus aliunde, supponens 
vel apponens verbo presentis temporis, non habenti vim ampliandi a se nec ab alio, 
restringitur ad supponendum pro presentibus, si habeat appellatum vel appellata; si vero 
non habeat, restringitur ad non existentia. 

Next the rule is explained. The phrase ‘non restrictus aliunde 9 is intended 
to rule out attributive restrictions, such as the one effected by a relative 
clause (implicatio): 

Ibid .: ‘non restrictus aliunde 1 ibi ponitur eoquod per aliquid additum termino supponenti 
verbo presentis temporis bene potest terminus supponere pro alio quam pro presenti. 
Ut cum dicitur ‘homo qui Juit est 1 , 'homo 1 supponit huic verbo 'est 1 , et tamen ratione 
implicationis que ibi ponitur, supponit pro preterito. 

When summarizing the intention of this rule, Lambert explicitly opposes 
restrictions being effected ex parte termini to those effected ex parte verbi : 61 

Ibid .: Breviter ergo dici potest quod intentio regule predicte est ista: quando terminus 
communis supponit verbo de presenti, nec ex parte termini est impedimentum nec ex parte 
verbi... etc. 

This is the more apparent when Lambert deals with restriction at greater 
length in his tract De restriction. He defines it as a reduction of a the 
extension of a common term to the effect that it is taken for less indi¬ 
viduals than is required by its actual occurrence in a proposition; such 
as one says ‘white man , 'man is restricted in its supposition by 'white': 

f. 12 3 r : Restrictio est minoratio ambitus termini communis secundum quam teneri 
potest pro paucioribus suppositis terminus communis quam exigat sua actualis 62 suppo- 
sitio. Quod patet: cum dicitur 'homo albus 1 , restringitur 'homo 1 per hoc quod est 63 'albus 1 . 

60 See above, p. 97. 

61 here the so-called ampliative verbs are meant, such as ‘potest*, ‘opinatur *, ‘ laudatur*. 

62 Notice that Lambert here uses the word actualis for accidentalis in a way analogous to William’s 
usage. 

63 ‘per hoc quod est* = ‘by the word*. Mediaeval logicians indicate material supposition (modem 
'autonomous use’) by the article *ly* (or ‘ 7 i’) or by such phrases as ‘ hoc quod est*, ‘ hoc quod dico*. 
See also above, p. 78, n. 21. 
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Nam licet de sua actuali suppositione teneri possit pro hominibus quocumque colore 
coloratis, tamen per naturam huius adiuncti ‘a/bus’ minoratur eius suppositio ad hoc ut 
solum pro albis teneatur. 

There are many kinds of restriction. Their main division is, according to 
Lambert, that into restrictions effected by an adjunct (termed natural 
restriction) and those effected without an adjunct (restrictio usualis , i.e. 
that resulting from usage). 64 

Ibid . f. 121 v : Restrictio fit multis modis. Uno modo fit restrictio per aliquod adveniens 
termino restricto 6 *, alio modo fit restrictio nullo adveniente ei quod restringitur. Se¬ 
cundum hoc potest dici quod restrictionum alia naturalis alia usualis. 

Restrictio naturalis est que fit per aliquod adveniens termino restricto, eoquod restrin¬ 
gitur terminus ille secundum naturam eius quod ei additur. Usualis autem dicitur ilia que 
est in termino non per aliquod additum; et dicitur usualis eoquod ex usu provenit, 
non ex natura alicuius additi ad restrictum. Ista restrictio est in hoc termino ‘Rex* cum 
dicitur ‘Rex venit *; cum autem dicitur ‘Rex venit\ iste terminus ‘Rex* restringitur ad 
supponendum pro rege patrie de qua sermo iste dicitur. 

Natural restriction is divided into that effected by a phrase, such 
as in ‘ homo qui est albus\ and that effected by a dictio. The latter is 
subdivided into that effected through the signification of the adjunct 
term and that effected by its consignification. The latter may be ac¬ 
complished by a noun or a verb; this is instanced by Lambert: 

Ibid.: Restrictio que fit per dictionem, potest fieri ratione signification^ vel ratione 
consignificationis. Ratione consignificationis potest fieri tarn per nomen quam per 
verbum; per nomen fit ratione generis, per verbum ratione temporis. Adiectivum 
enim substantivum suum restringit ratione generis. Nam si fuerit adiectivum masculini 
generis, restringitur substantivum ad mares, si feminini generis, restringitur substantivum 
ad feminas. Unde cum dicitur ‘homo est albus\ restringitur ‘ homo' ad mares; si vero 
dicatur ‘homo est alba * restringitur ‘ homo * ad feminas. 

Note that Lambert gives as an example of the restriction effected through 
an adjective noun a proposition of which that noun is the predicative 
term, whereas the phrases ‘homo albus ’ and ‘homo alba would have 
sufficed. 

The restrictions effected by the adjunction of a dictio are of the 
following types: 

(1) ‘asinus Sortis’; here ‘ass 9 is restricted to stand for only Socrates’ ass 

(2) ‘ animal-homo ’; here ‘ animal ’ is restricted to stand only for animals 
that are men 

64 In that case one might say that there is an adjunct coming from the social context. See above, 

p. 80. 

6 5 restricto, i.e. restricted by this adjunct. 
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(3) ‘animal-rationale’ (same adstruction) 

(4) ‘iste homo ’: here ‘man is restrictred to stand only for a man who is 
indicated with the finger ( pro homine demonstrato ) 

(5) ‘homo albus’: ‘man is restricted to supposit only for white men 

(6) ‘homo currens’ (same adstruction). 

It should be noticed that for this kind of restriction the attributive 
adjunction is an essential requirement, while it is not necessary for the 
previous type of restriction: 

Ibid. : Et notandum quod restrictio facta ratione consignificationis differt ab ilia que 
fit ratione signification^ in hoc quod in restrictione facta ratione significations 
semper n^cesse est illud quod restringit et illud quod restringitur poni in eodem situ et 
unum inmediate adiungi alii. In restrictione autem facta ratione consignificationis non 
est necesse illud quod restringit poni in eodem situ cum eo quod restringitur et unum 
inmediate alii adiungi. Et huius ratio est quia in restrictione facta ratione significations 
restringens est principium intelligendi illud quod restringitur, sed in restrinctione facta 
ratione consignificationis restringens non est principium intelligendi illud quod restringi¬ 
tur. 


From all these passages it is clear that Lambert, too, knows a non- 
propositional restriction, i.e. a kind of supposition that is accomplished 
in a non-propositional (sc. attributive) context. 

So we may conclude that also for Lambert of Auxerre natural 
supposition is the supposition of a term apart from any context, while 
accidental supposition requires the term’s occurring together with an 
adjunct. This adjunct mostly is, but need not to be, a predicate-term of 
a proposition. It may be another adjunct (see the six types mentioned 
above, p. ioif.) or, in the case of restrictio usualis, the advenient specific 
condition is the usage of a certain region (and so on). 66 

g — Conclusion 

From the above investigations into the thirteenth century doctrine 
of supposition the conclusion may be drawn 6 7 that natural (or habitual, 
or absolute) supposition is the natural capacity of a common term to stand 
for all actual and possible individuals partaking in the universal nature 
signified by that term. A term has natural supposition when it is taken 
by itself ( per se sumptus ), i.e. when it is actually unrelated to any context 

66 Lambert explicitly states that restrictio usualis implies the absence of an adjunct (see above, p. 101), 
but one might speak in this case of a social context; see above, p. 80. 

67 See above, pp. 13-15-, 28-30, and 45-47. 
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whatsoever. However, as capable of occurring in some context, which is 
to limit or restrict its standing for all individuals, the term having 
natural supposition is virtually related to some context. 

This context may be either propositional or attributive or what I have 
called social. Thus natural supposition (suppositio naturalis ) is the counter¬ 
part of a term’s having signification (signijicatio). 

Whenever such a context is present, the term has accidental (or 
actual, or respective) supposition. All authors explicitly state that a term’s 
having any adjunct is a necessary requirement for its having accidental 
supposition . 68 But it should be stressed, again: an accurate analysis of the 
texts involved shows that the adjunct is not necessarily of the proposi¬ 
tional type. 

However, it must be agreed that in the discussion of the different 
kinds of supposition as found in the special sections headed De suppositioni- 
bus, 66 the role of the propositional context is preponderant, if not of 
exclusive importance. 

As to the early tracts on supposition both views of supposition, viz. 
supposition taken as natural supposition and supposition taken as acci¬ 
dental supposition, are found, sometimes side by side. For that matter, 
two key notions can be observed in the definitions of supposition given 
in those tracts: 

(1) supposition is considered a property of a substantival term, which 
distinguishes it from signification, as the latter concerns both 
substantival and adjacent things 

(2) supposition is considered a property a term has when occurring in 
a proposition.70 

ad (i) supposition taken as natural supposition: 

Summe Metenses, f 2 £ v : Est autem suppositio substantiva rei designatio, idest per nonxen 
substantivum. Et supponere est substantive rem designare. Unde 'homo' f 'asinus ', ‘ albedo * 
dicuntur termini suppositiones 71 . 

Logica Ut dicit 9 p. 408 26 * 27 e d. De Rijk: Et est suppositio substantiva rei designatio, 
hocest quedam proprietas termini substantivi. 

Dialectica Monacensis, p. 6 o 6 2 3 ' 29 ed. De Rijk: Supponere siquidem est substantive <rem> 
significare et per se et sine dependentia tali que est in principali significatione ... Dicitur 
autem terminus ille supponere qui nullam dependentiam habet in principali sua signi- 

68 albeit true that they do not consider the factor effecting the social context (viz. the usage of a 
certain milieu) an adiunctum. For Lambert of Auxerre, see above, p. 101. 

69 in contra-distinction to the discussions found in some other sections (especially De restrictionibus ). 

70 In Log. Mod. (II 1, p. $68, and passim) I have taken them unsufficiently apart. 

71 quoted from Log. Mod. II 1, p. 455. 
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ficatione. Ut patet in hoc termino ‘homo *, qui substantiam cum qualitate finite significat, 
que sunt de prinicipali significatione. Et similiter pateat de quolibet substantivo. 

Tract, de propr. sermonum, p. 712 16 * 18 ed. De Rijk: Suppositio igitur est significatio rei 
sub forma substantiali perficiente earn prout sub ipsa cogitata est res ut perfectum et per 
se ens ... (etc. for the continuation, see above, p. 86). 


ad (2): supposition taken as accidental supposition: 

First, the etymology of the word ‘ supposition should be borne in 
mind, viz. suppositio = subiectio (opp. appositio ) = putting a term as the 
subject of some verb.72 Secondly, the origin of the supposition theory 
from the twelfth century appellation theory 73 caused that the former was 
closely connected with the term’s occurrence in a proposition, since 
the different kinds of the early appellation were effected by the different 
tenses of the verb. 

As a first example of this view of supposition the Tractatus Anagnini 
may be taken, pp. 260 ff. ed. De Rijk. The anonymous author derives 
the variety of suppositions from the variety of terms, which depends on 
either a word’s consignification, or its principal signification, or on 
usage (p. 260 1317 ed. De Rijk); they are all taken in a propositional 
context (see ibid., pp. 260-282 and, Log. Mod. II 1, p. $41 ff.). 

More explicit formulations are found in the following tracts, where 
they occur side by side with the formulas concerning natural sup¬ 
position : 

Introd. parisienses , p. 37i IS -37 2 2 ed. De Rijk: Suppositio est quedam proprietas que inest 
dictioni ex eo quod substantive sive existenter significat, ut dictio substantiva... Cum 
igitur omne verbum de presenti vel de preterito vel de futuro sit et, ut dicit Aristotiles, 
terminus est pars orationis subicibilis vel predicabilis, de suppositionibus et appellationi- 
bus sex dantur regule, due de presenti et due de preterito et due de futuro, propter 
subiectum et predicatum. 

Logica Cum sit nostra , p. 446*7*33 e d. De Rijk: Et est suppositio substantiva rei designatio, 
idest significatio termini substantive... 

Item. Suppositio est sermonis subicibilis significatio; *sermonis subicibilis* ponitur ad 
differentiam sermonis predicabilis. 

Hec est differentia inter suppositionem et significationem. Supponere est rem suam sub 
apposito ponere; significare est rem suam sub principali ratione ipsius instituentis 
designare. Terminus supponit quando ponitur in oratione 75 : terminus significat sive ponitur 
in oratione sive extra orationem. 

7 * See Log. Mod. II i, pp. 516-528. 73 See Ibid., pp. 528-541; 547-548; 552-554. 

7 + Cfr. the related tract Ut dicit, p. 4o8 26 * 27 > quoted above, p. 103. 

7 * I think, our author takes here oratio for propositio. If not, he would express quite exactly that any 
context, be it predicative or attributive, is required for (accidental) supposition, since such phrases 
as *homo albus\ *homo qui est albus* are termed orationes (imperfecte ) by the Mediaeval logicians. 
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Compare the gloss added by a later hand in one of our manuscripts 
of the Logica Cum sit nostra . (Oxford, Digby 2, on the top of f. 43 r ): 
suppositio sustantiva rei designatio, vel potest dici quod suppositio est proprietas 
extremi secundum quod extremum ordinatur ad rerum naturam in propositioned 6 
We get the same impression from a thirteenth century writer who 
deals shortly with supposition in his encyclopedical work, Vincent of 
Beauvais (d. 1264). 

Vincent wrote his Speculum doctrinale about 1250. Chapter 36 dis¬ 
cusses the suppositiones terminorum. Here supponere is clearly taken as a 
property of the term when occurring in a proposition, while natural 
supposition as clearly is a non-propositional one; and supposition in 
general seems to be taken as natural supposition: 

Speculum doctrinale 77 , cap. 36 col. 239: Conditiones autem terminorum, sive partium 
principalium categoricae propositionis, sunt supponere, appellare, copulare. Quorum, 
genus est significare. 

Significare est rem aliquam ex institutione principali designare. Itaque suppositio est 
alicuius rei substantiva designatio. * Substantiva' dicitur ad differentiam adiectivorum, 
quae designant rem suam adiacentem; unde non dicuntur proprie supponere, sed magis 
copulare. 

Suppositionum alia est discreta, quam scilicet habet terminus discretus, ut ‘ Sortes ’; alia 
communis, quam habet terminus communis, ut 4 homo \ Et haec est multiplex. Quaedam 
enim est naturalis, quaedam accidentals. Naturalis est quam habet terminus communis 
non ab alio, sed virtute propriae signification^. Ut iste terminus ‘ homo * sumptus per se 
potest supponere pro homine qui est et qui non est, si dicatur * omnis homo \ Accidentals 
est ilia quam contrahit terminus ab extrinseco, sicut ab alio restringente... 

The same view of supposition appears in Vincent’s tract De appellatio- 
nibus : 

Ibid., cap. 37. col. 240: Appellatio vero dicitur quaedam proprietas quae inest termino 
eoquod ille potest accipi pro aliquo supposito actu existente. Unde differt a suppositione 
eoquod suppositio est indifferens respectu e<xiste)ntium et non e<xiste>ntium, appellatio 
vero <est> respectu e<xiste>ntium tan turn. 

Unde si dicatur 4 omnis homo\ ly ‘ homo* supponit pro omni eo cui potest inesse sui forma, 
vel potuit <vel poterit). Tamen in propositione restringitur suppositio; sicut cum dicitur 
4 omnis homo currit*, ly 4 /i omo f non potest appellare hominem qui non est, sed hominem 
existentem solum. Unde suppositio communior est quam appellatio. 

Et sciendum quod suppositio termini multipliciter restringitur: quandoque per qualitatem 
nominis adiectivi, quandoque per actum participii, quandoque per actum verbi circa 
terminum implicitum, alio modo per differentias temporis. 


76 See Log. Mod. II i, p. 36. 

77 Vincentius Bellovacensis, Speculum doctrinale, Douai 1624, reprint Graz 1963. 



Since the first three kinds of restriction are not-propositional and restric¬ 
tion is defined as the reduction of a more common supposition to a less 
common one (ibid.), our author turns out to know non-propositional 
suppositions that are not natural suppositions. 


All the above testimonies most clearly reflect the ambiguous ap¬ 
proach to language made by the twelfth and thirteenth century logicians. 
On the one hand, they certainly did not confine their investigations to 
an inspectation of words taken as isolated self-contained units apart from 
any context. Unlike the Ancient and the Early Mediaeval students of 
language they had a clear notion of the fundamental importance of the 
proposition as the verbal context that decidingly determines the actual 
meaning of a term. To denote that actual meaning they introduced a new 
word: ‘ supposition , to be distinguished well from the meaning of a word 
taken by itself. However, they still sticked to the radical Ancient and 
Mediaeval presupposition of the basic importance of the signijication of 
a word, which was considered its natural meaning previous to, and in¬ 
dependent of, any context. Thus most of them were bound to construe 
something midway signijicatio and suppositio , viz. natural supposition. But 
after all their innovation was the discovery of what I have termed “the 
contextual approach” of language. 78 


The development of thirteenth and fourteenth century logic may be 
characterized by an increasing predominance of that approach. Such a 
development was bound to happen, since both the older theory of 
appellation and its natural off-spring, the theory of supposition, were 
focussed on the congruitas locutionis and the veritas propositionis as the basic 
requirements (exigentie) for stating the actual meaning of terms used in 
the proposition. Thus there existed in most of our tracts a firm and 
well-conceived bond between the meaning of a term and the truth- 
conditions of the proposition in which it occurs, to such an extent, 
indeed, that the supposition (and former appellation) theory may be 
considered an attempt to specify the truth-conditions for (mostly 
affirmative) categorical propositions in a formal manner. As a matter of 
fact, fourteenth century logicians, like the nominalists William of 

78 See Log. Mod. II i, pp. 113-117; 123-12^; 199; 220; 494; £39-$49; $61; S 9 &-S 9 *- 
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Ockham and John Buridan and the realists Walther Burley and Vincent 
Ferrer as well, characterize the various kinds of supposition by means of 
consequences (consequentie). 

In such a theoretical frame-work natural supposition is something 
alieni generis. So in fourteenth century logic, which made a term’s 
occurrence in a proposition an indispensable requirement for its having 
supposition, natural supposition was bound to disappear. Indeed, it 
disappeared from the works of most logicians after 1300 or was explicitly 
rejected by them. 

However, by at least two logicians natural supposition was main¬ 
tained, one of the Ockhamist tradition (John Buridan, c. 1290-1358), 
the other of the Realist tradition (Vincent Ferrer O.P., 1350-1419). 
To be sure, natural supposition could not be taken any longer as the 
supposition of a term apart from its occurrence in a proposition. So it 
must obtain a reinterpretation and passed from what may be termed 
‘non-contextual’ to ‘a-temporal’ supposition. 

The second part of this paper will discuss this fourteenth century 
development of natural supposition. 


To be continued 
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On Grabmanris Text of William of Sherwood 


JOHN MALCOLM 


I offer the following corrections of the text of the Introductiones in 
logicam of William of Sherwood (Paris, B.N . Lat . 16.617) given by 
Martin Grabmann in Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der 
Wissenschajten , Jahrgang 1937, Heft 10. Although the great majority of 
these are fairly trivial, there are several which ought to be considered in 
further study of this work. 

In my list the pages and lines refer to Grabmann’s edition. In the 
case of substitutions the variations are given, for ease of comparison, in 
two parallel columns. In the case of additions and omissions the original 
is given, rather paradoxically, as a variant of the Grabmann text and 
these are then noted in one column only. Additions over the line (s.l.) 
and in the margin (i.m.) are so indicated. These were incorporated with 
no such indication into Grabmann’s text. No attempt is made here to 
distinguish the different hands. 

Errors noted by Kretzmann (translation, introduction and notes, 
Minnesota, 1966) are indicated by ‘(K)\ In fairness to him one must 
point out that he limited himself to remarking on variants of major 
importance. It is clear, however, that he does not take into account 
several readings which would have rendered superfluous certain inter¬ 
polations and paraphrases in his translation and some suggested emenda¬ 
tions in the received text. 

All of my corrections are given in pages 111 -118 of the following. 
On pages 108-111 I list separately and, to a degree, discuss those which 
seem of special importance. 


1) Major Omissions in Grabmann: 

Page 

Line 


48 

21 


8 * 

*5 


102 

17 
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2) Corrections suggested by Kretzmann which are actually in manuscript: 


Page 

Line 

Page in K 

68 

>3 

9j, n. 112 

73 

4 

101, n. 1 si 

3 ) Corrections of Grabmann which render unnecessary bracketed additions by Kretzmann: 

Page 

Line 

Page in K 

3 S 

12 

30 

42 

10 

43 

61 

4 

79 

61 

27 

80 

7 i 

17 

98 

82 

17 

123 

92 

30 

146 

98 

6 

*SS- 


Let me illustrate these with three examples. Since G., 1 on page 42, 
line 10, omitted an exclusionem found in the original manuscript, K. 1 has 
to add ‘exclusion on page 43 of his translation. On page 71, line 17 G. 
omits a ‘non.’ K. (p. 98) has to add a ‘not*. On page 92, line 30 G. reads 
‘in omni enim sermone* which the passage will not allow, for we are 
given a contrast with poetical discourse. K. (p. 146), to save the sense, 
interpolates in brackets ‘other kind oj\ The true reading ‘in communi 
enim sermone’ gives the required contrast between poetical and ordinary 
discourse. 

4) Corrections of Grabmann which remove the need for ingenious ad hoc explanations 
by Kretzmann in his footnotes. 


Page 

Line 

Page in K 

46 

36 

33, n. 10 

$6 

6-12 

67, n. 39 

78 

34 

114, n. 39 

82 

9-10 

122, n. 73 

84 

37 

129, n. 97 

8* 

22 

130, n. 102 

88 

3 ® 

138, n. 36. 


I shall discuss three examples. On page 46 line 36 the misreading 
posterius needs explaining and K. (p. £3, note 10) suggests, “It seems 


1 Let K. stand for Kretzmann and G. for Grabmann. 
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apparent that ‘per posterius ’ here must be doing the same job as ‘ mediante 
specie in the preceding sentence; perhaps species is called ‘ posterius ’ 
here because it is the latter of the two predicables so far discussed. ” The 
true reading ‘ prius ’ allows a standard interpretation for we get: Utrumque 
(i.e. genus and proprium) enim per prius predicatur de homine (and 
through this, i.e. the species, are predicated of the individuals). 

On page 85 line 22, the point having been made that in ‘man runs’ 
the predicate does not extend the supposition of the subject-term beyond 
presently existing men, G. then has ‘Si autem dicatur, homo currit vel 
potest currere, iam trahitur haec suppositio ad non existentes’. To get 
around the present tense of ‘ currit ’ K. (p. 130, note 102) introduces a 
compounded sense, ‘it is possible that there is at least one individual 
such that it is a man and it is running’ and adds: ‘In the compounded sense 
the supposition of ‘man’ is ampliated (by the modality) to include pos¬ 
sible, nonexistent men — e.g. future men.’ The correct reading, 
cucurrit , restores the simple point that a past tense verb may extend the 
supposition of its subject to nonexistents. 

With respect to page £6, lines 6-12, K. notes (p. 67, n. 39), ‘This 
paragraph has been more nearly reconstructed than translated. ... This 
is undoubtedly a mangled copy of Sherwood’s version of Aristotle’s 
proof ... that all the moods reduce to the two ‘most evident’ moods, 
Barbara and Celarent .’ The mangling, unfortunately, is the work of G. 
who not only does not indicate marginal notations in the original manu¬ 
script but also misplaces them in the text. When these are properly 
placed we can get an acceptable reading. I give in italics the marginal 
additions and add comments in brackets: 

Ex praedictis patet quod in quaUuor modis primae figurae [Barbara, Celarent, Darii, 
Ferio] reducuntur omnes alii. Tertius autem primae figurae potest reduci in secundum 
secundae et quartus primae in primum secundae per conversionem per impossibile 
[Darii reduces to Camestres and Ferio to Cesare] et alii, scilicet primus et secundus secundae , 
ab hiis duobus modis, scilicet tertio et quarto primae , possunt reduci in secundum primae 
[Cesare and Camestres, which are, of course, other than Darii and Ferio, can be re¬ 
duced to Celarent] et sic in duos primos primae figurae reducuntur omnes alii. 

The passage gives a much easier reading, however, if we omit the 
later marginal additions entirely. Having reduced Darii and Ferio to 
Camestres and Cesare, we continue as follows: et alii [and the others, 
i.e. Darii and Ferio and, perhaps, by implication, all which can be 
reduced to Darii or Ferio] ab hiis duobus modis [i.e. by Cesare and Ca¬ 
mestres] can be reduced to Celarent and so all others can be reduced to 
the first two moods of the first figure (Barbara and Celarent). 



5) Other important corrections: 

(i) p. 45, line 14 — With praedicatur corrected to dicitur we restore 
the parallelism between praedicatumldicitur and praedicabile/dicibile. 

(ii) p. 56, line 16 — Maiori corrected to minori avoids a howler, for 
in the third figure nothing follows if the minor is negative. 

(iii) At page 94, line 15, G. reads ‘permutatur quid sic in aliquid’. 
This line comes in the section on the fallacy De Jigura dictionis which 
depends on taking words which belong in different categories as if they 
were in the same category. Just before the line in question William 
gives us a paralogism which arises because ‘permutaturquid in quantum’. 
Immediately following the misread statement is another paralogism where 
‘commutatur quid in ubi’. When we correct the text to read ‘Permutatur 
quid in ad aliquid’, we can see that William is listing paralogisms due to 
an illegitimate move from quid to other categories, i.e. quantity, relation , 
and place. This is obscured by Grabmann’s reading. 
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negativo 
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dicta 
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2 

nullus, nullus 

ullus t , ullus 2 
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nullus 
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nullus 

ullus 
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nullus 

ullus 


22 

nullus 

ullus 


2 S 

sint 

sunt 


31 

hie 

hec 

4i 

3 

si enim ( s.l.) 



3 

est falsum 

falsum est 2 


7 

hie 

hec 


3i 

hie 

haec 


33 

is (s.l.) 



37 

sic 

sicut 


38 

etiam + est 


42 
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dicit 

dixit 
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non esse 

inesse 2 
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praedicatum 

praedicati 


8 
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3 S 
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sunt 

sint 
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talibus( 32 )... omnibus 33 (i.m.) 
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omnibus + talibus 
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Item (ls) ... praecedentC( 17 ) (i.m.) 
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una 
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12 

intendentes (?) 
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altero 

alio, 
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altero 
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4 ^ 
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23 

om. de 2 
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posterius 

47 
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modo 

loco 
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fit dupliciter 
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advenit homini ipso 
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eodem removetur sine 
corruptione 
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I 
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argumentatur 

nominis interpretatio 
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philosophiam (K) 
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argumentatur 


currit Socrates 

cui, 
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1 

i.e. supposita entitati rci (i.m.) 



9 

reducatur 

reducitur 
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quae 

quem 



et destructive ( i.m.) 



34 

reliquum 

reliqua 

68 

3 

quoniam (?) 

quum 


13 

proportione 

propositione 


17 

summa 

sententia 


27 

reducitur 

reducatur 


29-30 

non esse plures causas quattuor 

plures causas quattuor non 
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33 

simili + constructive 
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$ 

reducitur 

reducatur 


16 

maiori 

maiore 



arguitur 

argumentatur 
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nec 

non 
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minore 
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consimiliter 

similiter 
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solvantur 

solvuntur 
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tamen 
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7 i 

5 

argumentatur 

arguitur 
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non est risibile 
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est non risibile 
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quia ... moveri( I3 ) (i.m.) 



16 

quartum 

quantum 


17 
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est proprium animati (i.m.) 
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dominus (sic) 
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72 

3 

hue (sic) 

hunc 


15 

quia 
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iustus 
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arguitur 

argumentatur 
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communis (s.l.) 
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animal currit 

currit animal 
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multipliciter 
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formalis -f autem 
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poterit 

potest 


30 

loqutio 

loquutio 
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aut se 

autem se 


30 

scilicet in discreta ( s.I.) 
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mane rial is 
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27 
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currentibus 
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altero 
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autem 
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propositio vera 
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sumeretur 
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22 

divisa 

diversa 
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tamdem 



2£ 
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in huiusmodi paralogismis 

huius paralogismi 
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significet 

significat 


29 

modus praedicandi (i.m.) 



32 

quidlibet 

quodlibet 
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9 

quid ( s.l .) 
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est hoc 

hoc est ( K ) 
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in + ad 



34 
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16 

quiddam 

cuius + sc. accidentis additi (i.m.) 

quoddam 


20 

sint (i.m.) 
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8 

per hoc quod dico idem (s.l.) 
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per hoc quod dico extraneum et divisum 




(U.) 



17-18 

scilicet accidentis additi (i.m.) 
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*7 

propterea 

properea 


20 

contradictoria 

contradictio 


2 1 

contradictoria 

contradictio 


29 

eo (s.l.) 
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4 

in (s.l.) 



6 

contradictorie 

contradictione 


29 

omittatur 

comitatur 


32 

huiusmodi (i.m.) 



33 

nostra (s.l.) 
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totidem 

tot 
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28 

om. et 




est (s.l.) 
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quod (i.m.) 



16 

universale 
principium (i.m.) 
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20 

quod -f est 
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negando (K) 
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om. ergo 2 



34 
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36 

predicetur 
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accidit 
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32 

curamus (i.m.) 


34 
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26 
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Aimericus, Ars lectoria (l) 


HARRY F. REIJNDERS 


PRAEFATIO 

I am saeculum praeteriit ex quo Ch. Thurot 1 in praeclaro suo opere 
de rebus grammaticis medii aevi duos usque eo inexploratos codices 
adhibuit complectentes Artem lectoriam cuiusdam Aimerici datam anno 
MLXXXVI. Exinde nonnulli alii codices provenerunt compluresque ex 
iis loci transcripti sunt: quae omnia brevi in conspectu M. Manitius 2 
conscripsit. Nominatim etiam memoranda sunt studia, quae stimulante 
magistro suo P. Lehmann 3 Aimerico insumpsit S. A. Hurlbut*, cui autem 
editionis elaborandae tempus suppetiisse non videtur. 

Quis et unde Aimericus fuerit, nescimus, quamvis in suo libro 
contendat se “natum esse Gastiniae, Silnectis [Senlis] paratum”. Tempore 
operis scribendi “Felicio stat ... castro”, unde fortasse etiam Ademarus 
episcopus ortus est, cui Aimericus dedicat “librum quern ... composui”, 
quemque adloquitur: “Noster Ademare, noster tu Feliciane”. De 
‘Ademaro’ inter tot ‘Ademaros’ Galliae, neque de ‘Felicio castro’ 
quidquam certo dici potest. 

Codices quos huic editioni usurpavi quosque tantum per artem 
photomechanicam consulere potui: 

A: Ms. Erlangen, Universitatsbibliothek 186, ff. 22o vb -22i rb s. Sine 
nomine auctoris. Continet utrumque prologum et initium tractatus. 
Codex miscellaneus Erlangensis 186 (antea 3^7), membranaceus, 
s. XII scriptus in monasterio Cisterciensium in Heilsbronn. 

B: Ms. Erlangen, Universitatsbibliothek 39^, ff. ira_^ 0 ra6 

Codex miscellaneus Erlangensis (antea £16), in folio, membra- 

1 Thurot 1869; cf. Thurot 18JO. ? Manitius 1931, pp. 180-2. 

3 Lehmann 1918, p. 32 et n. 2 ; Lehmann 1941, p. 24 et n. 3. 

4 Hurlbut 1932; Hurlbut 1933. 

3 Katalogus Hss. Erlangen I, 1928 , pp. 207-9; Manitius 1931, p. 182; Wahher 19 S 9 ~ 1 9 ^ 9 , n ° l S 2 7 , 
p. 78. 

6 Katalogus Hss. Erlangen I, 1928 , pp. 470-1 ; Manitius 1931, p. 182; Hurlbut 1932, p. iii ; Hurlbut 
1933 , p. 260, n. 1. 
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naceus, s. XII vel XIII; attestatus s. XIII-XIV in monasterio Cister- 
ciensium in Heilsbronn 1 . 

C: Ms. Erfurt, Wissenschaftliche Bibliothek der Stadt, Q 46, ff. 76 v - 

io3 v2 . 

Codex miscellaneus Amplonianus Q[uarto] 46 (antea 40), membra- 
naceus, s. XII, Almerico ascriptus 3 . 

D: Ms. Paris, Bibliotheque nationale 11277, ff. £2 r -7i v *. Sine nomine 
auctoris. Continet utrumque prologum et magnam partem tractatus. 
Codex miscellaneus parisinus latinus 11277, in 8°, s. XIVs, olim 
Supplement latin 29 2 6 . Pervenit in Bibliothecam regiam post 1740?; 
non ortus ex Echtemach 8 . 

E: Ms. Tours, Bibliotheque municipale 843, ff. 2o r -6o v (64 r ?)$. 
Prologus metricus deest. 

Codex miscellaneus turonensis 843 (antea 416 10 ), s. XII, olim in 
Bibliotheca capitulari sancti Gatiani 11 . 

F: Ms. Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, (Plut.) XVI, 
ff. 42vb- 74 rbi2 # 

Codex miscellaneus Florentinus Laurentianus, (Plut.) XVI, g 9 
membranaceus, in 4 0 , s. XIII ineuntis, inscriptus “Aymerici Ars 
lectoria”. 

G: Ms. Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, (Plut.) XLVII, 8, 
ff. i89 r -26i ri 3. Prologus metricus deest. 

Codex miscellaneus Florentinus Laurentianus, (Plut.) XLVII, 8, 
chartaceus, in 4 0 , s. XV. Exemplar humanisticum. 


1 Mittelah. Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands III, ii, 1933 , p. 213, 1 • 34; cf. Kerler 1865, p. 203. 

2 Schum, Handschriftensammlung Erfurt 1889, pp. 321-2, p. 98$; Walther 1939-1969, n° 1527, p. 78. 

3 Titulum huius tractatus non inveni apud Lehmann 1928. 

4 Delisle, Inventaire 1 862-189 1 , BEC 24, p. 227; Thurot 1869, pp. 13-4; Thurot 1890, pp. 244 sqq.; 
Happ 1962, p. 189, n. 1; p. 190, n. 3. 

3 Hurlbut 1933, p. 260, n. 1, perperam scribit “saec. xii”. 

6 Fox 1902, pp. vn-vni. 

7 Delisle, Inventaire 1862-1891, BEC 32, p. 28. 

8 Gasnault 1963, p. 53, n. 6. Quamvis Degering 1921, p. 81, p. 8$. 

0 Catalogue mss . Tours, Collon, 1900-190$, I, pp. 61 £-6; Thurot 1890, pp. 242 sqq.; Gottlieb 1890, 
pp. 12-3, n. 3; Hurlbut 1933 , p. 260, n. 1. 

10 De hoc numero 416, cf. Happ 1962, pp. 190-1, n. 4. 

11 Catalogue mss. Tours, Collon, 1900-190$, I, p. v; II, p. 1062, p. 1078. 

12 Montfaucon 1939 , I, p. 274 b ; HLF 1949, pp. 472-3; Bandini 1994-199$, I, coll. 168-70; Hurlbut 
1932, pp. ii-iii; Hurlbut 1933 , p- 260, n. 1. 

13 Montfaucon 1939 , I, p. 332 b ; HLF 1949, pp. 472-3; Bandini 1994-199$, II, coll. 392-4; Hurlbut 
1932, pp. ii-iii; Hurlbut 1933 , p. 260, n. 1. 
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Codex fundamentalis huius editionis est Codex Erlangensis B, in 
quo tantum vitia manifesta adminiculo ceterorum codicum emendavi. 

Exemplar inscriptum Aimericus letorie artis liber 1111 cuius mentio fit 
in fine codicis Parisini, B.N. lat. £926 quodque a Delisle 1 refertur ad 
bibliothecam italianam aut Galliae meridionalis, nondum repertum est 
vel recognitum. Idem dici debet de exemplari a glutinatore inserto in 
volumen Innocencii super VII Psalmos. Quod quidem sub titulo Liber Emerici 
de quantitate sillabarum [et de octo partibus oracionis ] 2 in catalogo s. XIV 
exeuntis 3 monasterii Cisterciensium Heiligenkreuz in Austria indicatur, 
sed iam non ibi est 4 . 

Complures codices continent Artem lectoriam 6 , quae interdum 
ascribitur cuidam Siguino (Se-) 6 , (? fortasse Robertus Seguinus, a. 1078- 
1094 abbas in Casa Dei, La Chaise-Dieu, Haute-Loire), cuiusque relatio 
ad Artem Aimerici diligentius inquirenda est. In hac editione tantum per 
occasionem hi codices comparantur. Quorum praesertim memorandi 
sunt 7 : 

Sj: Ms. Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, (Plut.) XLVII, 27; 
47 ff- 8 . 

Codex Florentinus Laurentianus, (Plut.) XLVII, 27, membranaceus, 
in 8°, s. XII, inscriptus “Prisciani Lectoriae Artis libri duo”; in f. 
I v ascriptus Siguino. Codex hie in bibliothecam Laurentianam venit 
tempore Cosimo, simul cum ceteris libris Colucii Salutati 9 . 

S 2 : Ms. Grenoble, Bibliotheque municipale 831; 173 ff. 10 . 

Codex Gratianopolitanus 831 (olim 322), membranaceus, in 8°, 
s. XIII, sub titulo “Ars lectoria magistri Seguini”. E bibliotheca 
domus Cartusie (Grande-Chartreuse) 11 . 

L: Ms. Luxembourg, Bibliotheque nationale 60, ff. 2 r -2^ VIZ . 


1 Delisle, Cabinet 1868-1881, III, p. 5 et n. 1 ; Manitius 1931 , p. 182. 

2 Manitius 1931, p. 182, n. 4. 

3 Mittelalt. Bibliothekskataloge Osterreichs 1915, p. 55, p. 73; De Ghellinck 19S5> p. 268. 

4 Sicut apparet ex Xenia Bernardino 1891, II, i pp. 115-291. 

5 Hurlbut 1933, p. 262, n. 1. 

6 Cf. HLF 1746, pp. 40-1 ; HLF 1736, pp. 364-5; Lesne 1940 , p. 5 1 . Ullman 1963, p. 14$. 

7 Ad codices Stift Zwettl 268 et Augsburg 8° 20 pertractandos nondum me dare potui. 

8 Montjaucon 1739 , I, p. 33 ; Bandini 1774-1779 , II, coll. 416-7; Walther 1959-7969, n° 15:27, 
p. 1 204. 

9 Mostra 1949, p. 47, n° 147. Ullman 1963 , pp. 145-6. 

10 Catalogue mss . Grenoble, Fournier, 1889, p. 250; Hurlbut 1933, p. 262, n. 1 ; Walther 19S9-19&9, 
n° £119, p. 258. 

11 Fournier, Grande-Chartreuse, 1889, p. 65. 

12 Werveke 1894, pp. 153-4; Leclercq 1948, p. 181. 
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Codex miscellaneus Luxemburgensis 60 (antea ioi), membranaceus, 
in 8°, s. XIII exeuntis 1 2 3 4 . S. XIV in Cisterciensium Bibliotheca 
Aureaevallis (Orval). 

P: Ms. Paris, Bibliotheque nationale lat. 7^0$, f. 4 r v2 . 

Codex parisinus latinus 7£0£, olim Colbertinus 880 (regius 3047), 
in folio, s. X vel XI. 

R: Ms. Reims, Bibliotheque municipale 431, ff. i69 ra -i 84 vb 3 # 

Codex miscellaneus 431, membranaceus, S. XII exeuntis, ortus e 
monasterio Benedictino sancti Nicasii Remensis (Saint-Nicaise). 

T: Ms. Troyes, Bibliotheque municipale £18, ff. 4o ra -££ vb 4. 

Codex miscellaneus Tricassensis £18, in folio, membranaceus, 
s. XII. Antea Clarevallensis L. 70. 

Inter auctores ab Aimerico citatos praeter Priscianum praesertim 
duo memoratu digni sunt. Aliquot verba allata Aimericus depromit e 
tractatu metrico De primis syllabis , qui attribuitur cuidam magistro 
Tebaldo Placentino 5 , inc.: Ante per exemplum soliti cognoscere verbum 6 * . 
Etiam affert saepe Orthographiam et Cornitium grammatici cui nomen 
est Lisorius quique fortasse Luxorio poetae est aequiperandus?. 

Sicut iam Haureau 8 * animadvertit, complures posteriores grammatici 
Artem lectoriam praecessoris sui Aimerici noverunt et consultaverunt. Cum 
longum esset collecticie in eos inquirere, liceat singulos potiores casus 
memorare. Saeculo XIII Gutolft e monasterio Heiligenkreuz in sua 
Grammatica, servata in codice Graz 1476 10 anno 1316, tractatum Aime¬ 
rici usurpavit, ut opinamur, in supradicto exemplari ex illo monasterio: 
quod novum indicium est hoc opus monachis Cisterciensibus singulari 
curae fuisse. Inter eos qui Arte lectoria utuntur Haureau 11 memoratduos 
commentatores Doctrinalis Alexandri de Villa Dei. Alterum commen- 

1 Leclercq 1948 , p. 181, n. 1: “fin du XII e s.” fortasse mendum typographicum. 

2 Montjaucon 1739, D, p. 937*; Catalogus Bibl. Regiae 1744 , III, iv, p. 367; Thurot 1869 , p. 12; 
Thurot 1870 , p. 244, n. 1; Manitius 1931 , p. 182. 

3 Catalogue mss. Reims , Loriquet , 1904-6 , I, pp. £79-84; Hurlbut I 933 y p. 262, n. 1 ; Walther 1959- 
1969 , n ° £ii 9 , P- 2$8. 

4 Catalogue mss. Troyes l8S5 t pp. 2 2£-6; Hurlbut J 933 y p. 262, n. 1 ; Leclercq I 9 £t y pp. 6$-6. 

5 Manitius 1931 y pp. 734"£J Hurlbut l 933 y pp. 262-3. 

6 Walther 1939-1969, n° 130$, p. 67, p. 1202; Ebel 1970, pp. 129-30; Huygens /970, pp. A £3-4. 

2 Happ 19 S 8 ’> Rosenblum 1961; Happ 1962; Mariotti 1964. 

8 HLF 1888 , p. 299; Thurot 1869 , p. £33. 

• Verfasserlexikon 1933 - 1935 , n, coll. 129-31; V, coll. 318-9. 

10 Schonbach 1905 , pp. 1-129; Manitius 1931 y p. 182. 

" HLF 1888, p. 299. 
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tarium sine nomine auctoris traditum est in codice Paris, B.N. lat. 8427 1 . 
Alterum anno 1298 compositum est a Iohanne Vignaco (Jean de Vignai) 
servatumque in 4 codicibus: Paris, Arsenal 1038 ; Paris, B.N. lat. 13031; 
Boulogne, Bibliotheque communale 184; Lamballe, Bibliotheque com- 
munale g. Huius commentarii codices, olim falso attributi Petro Bercho- 
rio, in hoc periodico vivarium plene pertractati sunt 2 . 

Ineunte hoc anno cum professor J. Engels, praefectus doctissimus et 
illustrissimus Instituti Latinitatis mediaevalis Universitatis Ultraiectensis, 
editionem Aimerici De arte lectoria curandum mihi obtulit, libenter hoc 
munus accepi multarum inscius difficultatum quas opus hoc secum ferret, 
neque ad finem pervenissem nisi perpetuo eius auxilio eiusque colla- 
boratoris Drs. C. H. Kneepkens usus essem. Maximas gratias eis agenti 
mihi gratum est hanc editionem offerre lectori in hoc sensu benevolo 
si ad vitia quae inevitabiliter primae editioni adhaerent indaganda atque 
emendanda iuvare me sit paratus. 

CONSPECTUS LIBRORUM 
A Exempla scholastica 

Exempla scholastica ex auctoribus classicis aut christianis ab Aime- 
rico ad regulas illustrandas allata citantur per abbreviationes ex Lewis and 
Short, A Latin Dictionary , Oxford, 19^^, pp. vii sqq. Plenus exemplorum 
numerus non expetitus est. 

B Notitiae codicum 

Studia, quae sub B, C et D, in ordine chronologico sequuntur, 
plerumque abbreviata citantur cum nominibus et/aut titulis auctorum, 
deinde cum anno editionis, ambo cursive. 


B. de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliotbecarum manuscriptorum nova , 2 vol., Paris, 1739. 
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae regiae , III, iv, Paris, 1744. 

Catalogus codicum latinorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae , ed. A. M. Bandinius, 

I II, Flor., 1774-177^* 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publigues des departements y II [Troyes ], 
Paris, 1853;. 

Dr. Kerler, Katalog des Klosters Heilsbronn aus dem 13. Jahrhundert , Serapeum , 
Zeitschrift fur Bibliothekswissenschaft , Handschriftenkunde und altere Litteratur y 26, 1865, 
pp. 199-203. 

L. Delisle, Inventaire (Etat) des manuscrits ..., BEC 23-32, 1862-1871. 


1 Cat. Bibl. regiae 1 J 44 , III, iv, p. 457. 

2 Engels 1965 , pp. 132-7. 
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L. Delisle, Le cabinet des manuscrits. .., 4 vol., Paris, 1868-1881. 

Ch. Thurot, Extraits de divers manuscrits latins pour servir a Vhistoire des doctrines 
grammaticales au moyen age, Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque imperiale, 
XXII, Paris, 1869 (repr. Francfort, 1964). 

Ch. Thurot, Documents relatifs a Vhistoire de la grammaire au moyen-age, Academie 
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, comptes rendus des seances de Vannee 18JO, Paris, 1870, 
pp. 242-51. 

P. Fournier, Notice sur la bibliotheque de la Grande-Chartreuse au moyen-age, suivie 
d y un catalogue de cette bibliotheque au XVme siecle, Grenoble, 1887. 

W. Schum, Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der amplonianischen Handschnften-Sammlung zu 
Erfurt, Berlin, 1887. 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France, Departements, VII, 
Grenoble, ed. P. Fournier e.a., Paris, 1889. 

Th. Gottlieb, Uber mittelalterliche Bibliotheken, Leipzig, 1890 (repr. Graz 1955). 
Xenia Bernardina, II, Die Handschriften-Verzeichnisse der Cisterdenser-Stifte, i-ii, Wien, 

1891. 

N. van Werveke, Catalogue descriptif des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque de Luxembourg, 
Luxembourg, 1894. 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France, Departements, 
XXXVII, Tours, ed. M. Collon, Paris, 1900-1905. 

W. Fox, Remigii Autissiodorensis in Artem Donati minorem commentum ..., Lipsiae, 

1902. 

Catalogue general des manuscrits des bibliotheques publiques de France, Departements, 
XXXVIII, Reims, ed. H. Loriquet, Paris, 1904-1906. 

Th. Gottlieb, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge Osterreichs, I, Niederdsterreich, Wien, 

I 9 1 5* 

H. Degering, Handschriften aus Echternach und Orval in Paris, Aufsaetze Fritz Milkau 
gewidmet, Leipzig, 1921, pp. 48-85. 

Katalog der Flandschriften der Universitdtsbibliothek Erlangen, Neubearbeitung, I, Die 
lateinischen Pergamenthandschriften, ed. H. Fischer, Erlangen, 1928. 

P. Lehmann, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz, II, 
Bistum Mainz Erfurt, Munchen, 1928. 

S. A. Hurlbut, Florilegium prosodiacum Florentino-Erlangense, Washington, 1932. 

P. Ruf, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz, III, ii, Bistum 
Eichstatt, Munchen, 1933 (repr. 1969). 

J. Leclercq, V arithmetique de Guillaume d'Auberive, Studia Anselmiana, XX, 1948, 
pp. 181-204. 

Mostra della biblioteca di Lorenzo nelld Bibliotecd Medicea Laurenziana, Firenze, 1949. 
J. Leclercq, Textes cisterciens dans des bibliotheques d'Allemagne, Analecta sacri ordinis 
cisterciensis, VII, 1951, pp. 46-70. 

H. Walther, Carmina medii aevi posterior is latina, I, Alphabetisches Verzeichnis der 
Versanfange mittellateinischer Dichtungen + Erganzungshft, Gottingen, 1959-1969. 

P. Gasnault, Deux chartes de Tabbaye d’ Echternach retrouvees a la Bibliotheque nationale 
de Paris, Revue benedictine, 73, 1963, pp. 48-56. 

J. Engels, Berchoriana, Les Pseudo-Bersuires, 2 . Commentaire sur le Doctrinale d'Alex¬ 
andre de Villedieu, vivarium III, 1965, pp. 132-7. 

M. Hubert, Corpus stigmatologicum minus, ALMA XXXVII, 1970, pp. 5-171. 
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C Libri in quibus de Aimerico vel eius Arte lectoria agitur 

Histoire litteraire de la France , VIII, 1747, pp. 472-3. 

Rouleaux des morts..., p. L. Delisle, Paris, 1866, p. 123. 

E. Diimmler, Aus Handschriften IX, Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft fur altere deutsche 
Geschichtskunde ..., V, 1880, pp. 632-3. 

B. Haureau, Jean de Vignai , grammairien , professeur a Dijon , Histoire litteraire de la 
France , XXX, 1888, pp. 280-93. 

Idem, Anonyme , auteur d’une glose sur le Grecisme et le Doctrinal , Histoire litteraire de 
la France, XXX, 1888, pp. 294-302. 

T. de L., Sur Vecrivain saintongeais Aimeri, et sur le lieu de Gatine, Revue de Saintonge 8^ 
d’Aunis , IX, 1889, p. 211. 

J. Nanglard, Pouille historique du Diocese d'Angouleme, I, Angouleme, 1894, pp. 48-9, 
146-8, 164. 

P. Meyer, Notice sur les Corrogationes Promethei d* Alexandre Neckam, Notices et extraits 
de la Bibliotheque nationale ..., XXXV, ii, 1897, pp. 641-82. Cf. L. Traube, Berliner 
Philologische Wochenschrift , XVIII, 1898, coll. 1068-70; H. Walther, Eine moral-asketische 
Dichtung des XIII. Jahrhunderts: Prorogationes novi Promethei des Alexander Neckam, Medium 
Aevum XXXI, 1962, pp. 33-42. 

U. Chevalier, Aimeric de Gatine (Saintonge ), poete, Repertoire des sources historiques du 
moyen age, Bio-bibliographie , I, Paris, 190$ (repr. New York i960), col. 84. 

A. E. Schonbach, Uber Gutolf von Heiligenkreuz. Untersuchungen und Texte, SB Ph.- 
Hist. Kl. Ak. Wissenschaften , 150/2, Wien, 1905, 129 pp. 

P. Lehmann, Aufgaben und Anregungen der lateinischen Philologie des Mittelalters, 
Munchen, 1918. 

M. Manitius, Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters , III, Munchen, 1931. 

M. Barroux, Aimeri , dit de Gatine, Dictionnaire de biographie frangaise , I, 1933, 
coll. 999-1000. 

S. A. Hurlbut, A forerunner of Alexander de Villa-Dei , Speculum VIII, 1933, pp. 2^8- 

63. 

E. Lesne, Les ecoles de la fin du VIII e siecle a la fin du XII e f Lille, 1940. 

P. Lehmann, Aufgaben und Anregungen der lateinischen Philologie des Mittelalters t 
Erforschung des Mittelalters ..., I, Stuttgart, 1941 (repr. 1959), pp. 1-46. 

E. R. Curtius, Europaische Literatur und lateinisches Mittelalter 2 , Bern, 1954. 

J. de Ghellinck, Vessor de la litterature latine au XII e siecle 2 , Bruxelles, 19^^. 

B. L. Ullman, The Humanism of Coluccio Salutati y Medioevo eUmanesimo 4, Padova, 1963. 

G. Glauche, Schullekture im Mittelalter ..., Munchen, 1970. 
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Gutolf von Heiligenkreuz, Die deutsche Literatur des Mittelalters, Verjasserlexikon , $ vol., 
Berlin, 1933-1955, II, coll. 129-31; V, coll. 318-9. 

H. Happ, Luxurius. Text, Kommentar, Untersuchungen , Inaugural-Dissertation Tu¬ 
bingen, 1958. 

M. Gysseling, Toponymisch woordenboek van Belgie , Nederland, Luxemburg , Noord- 
Frankrijk en West-Duitsland (voor 1226), 2 vol. Brussel, i960. 

M. Rosenblum, Luxorius, A Latin poet among the Vandals, New York and London, 

1961. 

H. Happ, Zur Lisorius-Frage, ALMA XXXII, 1962, pp. 189-225. 

S. Mariotti, Luxorius e Lisorius, Rivista di Jilologia e di istruzione classica , 92, 1964, 
pp. 162-72. 

A. Ebel, Clm 17142, Fine Schajtlarner Miscellaneen-Handschrijt des 12. Jahrhunderts, 
Munchen, 1970. 

R. B. C. Huygens, ylccessus d</ auctores, Bernard d’Utrecht, Conrad d'Hirsau, Dialogus 
super auctores , Leiden, 1970. 


TEXTUS 

[Ms. B, f. i ra ] Incipit prologus Amend in Arte lectoria. 1 

Ars quam fingo mea lectoria dicitur ista. 

Ecce novus toti codex hie cuditur orbi. 

Librum compono quem miro fonte resugo, 
hoc monstrans opere que sillaba longa brevisque. 
De mediis rectum lectori pandimus usum. 

Plana leget certus qui legerit hec mea cautus. 

Non reprehensorem lector timeat meus omnem 
novi presagus dans ob presagia fletus. 

Lumen erit tantum latitans ubicumque 2 reconsum. 
Invidi§ pestis celabit talia terris a . 


Item prologus eiusdem de eadem arte. 

Cum imperitorum ignorantia et errantium stulticia et neglegentium 
desidia lectionis plane usus depravari cernerem, placuit ut maiorum 
scriptis edoctus quid de his ipse senserim prolatius^ dissererem. Igitur 
ad depravatos legendi usus manum mittere iuvat. Quos quia ob incuriam 
maiores* nostri deliteres perpessi sunt, docti eque ac inscii 6 quique iam 

1 prologum metricum om. EG. 2 ubique ABF. 

3 propalatius CDE. 4 precessoris C, precessores DEFG. 

* delirare E. 6 inertes G. 

* Ad sententiam ultimae partis, cf. f. 1 i rb r Cum enim in seculo qui super nos aliquid possunt, scire 
nos super se aliquid contuentur, invident et oderunt et cum gladiis nequeant, verbis nos inse- 
quuntur 1 . 



pro voluntate variant. Que quidem variacio multimoda sic habetur: per 
sonos litterarum, per ipsitatem omonimorum, per varietates innumeras 
declinationum et generum, et per accentus sillabarum penultimarum. 
Eosque quoniam scire legentium usus maxime indiget, de istis et nos, si 
vitam dederit deus prolixiorem, prolixius docendum disponimus. Ut 
igitur incomptum sepius proferam plane legentibus quid 1 ipsum arduum 
mihi quantu [f. i rb ] lumcumque videtur, rectos hie usus legendi solum 
tenendos monstro. Ceterum in opere alio quod de metrica arte faciemus, 
omnes sillabas sub regulis aliis aliter distinguere 2 curabimus; quod 
neminem ante nos usquam aut umquam egisse ad liquidum advertere 
potuimus. Sed ad opus illud licet precipuum non satago, quia perfacilli- 
mum invenire mihi est quicquid de arte metrica doceri potest. Huic 
enim scolaris 3 potius studui. Id itaque interim omittentes nostre demum 
in parte hac propositionis modulum teneamus. Cepti ergo operis sequens 
hec perplexio 4 fuerit. 


Incipit perplexio Americi de Arte lectoria. 

De monosillabis 

Omnis dictio monosillaba in lectione tenetur nec inclinatur, ut r hic vir 
est de quo dixi: venit vir post me qui ante me factus est, quia prior me 
erat 1a . Item r ante me non est formatus deus et post me non erit 1b . 
Excipiuntur tres: -ne, -que, -ve, coniunctiones que precedentium dic- 
tionum mutant in finem accentus, cum sunt 5 -ne pro an, -que pro et, -ve 
pro aut, ut r videsne hoc? 1 , r michi tibique para 1 , r patri matrive dona 1 . 
Composite vero dictiones monosillabe non in se, hoc est in fine, accen- 
tantur, sed in penultima potius more dissillabarum vel polisillabarum, 
ut ‘usquedum, adit, adest, prodit 6 , prodest, abit, abest, nepost, cir- 
cumdat, interest, deflet, conflat, defer, adsum’. Excipiuntur monosillabe 
c terminate, que in se, hoc est in fine, etiam composite, accentantur, ut 
[f. i va ] ‘exhinc, adhuc, reduc, deduc, perdue, addic?, iliac, istac, illic, 
istic, illinc, istinc, abhinc, illuc, istuc, indue, maledic, benedic, calefac, 
madefac, liquefac, tepefac, arefac’. 

Et notandum quod supradicte ille: -ne, -que, -ve nominum et 

1 quod G. 2 perstringere CDEFG. 

3 potest ... scolaris om. ABFG. 4 proplexio ABF. 

5 sit G. 6 onJt 

7 adduc A. 

* loan. 1,30. b Isa. 43,10. 
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adverbiorum accentus sicut in appositione ita et in compositione mutant 
et penultimam teneri cogunt in lectionis usu, etiam si natura et metro 
corripiantur, ut ‘utraque, pleraque, quandoque, ubique’. Nam coniunc- 
tionum accentus minime mutant, ut ‘itaque’, sed et ‘utique’ ideo 
penultimam corripuit, ne verbum ante coniunctionem putaretur et 
‘denique’ ob differentiam, ut r noveni I denique decimabantur 12 . 


De dissillabis 

Omnis dictio dissillaba, hoc est duarum sillabarum, priorem in lectione 
tenet, sive ilia brevis sit sive longa, ut ‘mater, pater, parens, codex’, 
nisi forte propter differentiam raro in ultima inveniri contingat, ut ‘eo, 
illo’ cum adverbia sunt, ut r eo ire nolo 1 , r illo timui ire 1 . Que, idest 
‘eo, illo’ cum rursus pronomina sunt, in priori accentantur, ut r eo loco 1 , 
r tempore illo 1 . Eque quoque et cum verbum est, ut r domum eo 1 . Et 
‘una’ cum adverbium est et “simul” significat, ut r iste et ille una 
venerunt 1 . Nomen vero in priori habet3, ut r una domus 1 , r una familia 1 . 
Et ‘pone, sine’ cum verba sunt, in priori, ut r pone quod portas 1 , r sine 
quod tenes 1 . Cum vero prepositiones sunt aut adverbia, in finali, ut r pone 
tribunal, idest iuxta tribunal, astat 1 *, r sine timore manet 1 , r pone 
sequeba [f. i vb ] tur eum 1 , idest “retro” vel “post”. Item ‘circum’ nomen 
in priori, ut r ad circum intueri spectacula decucurrit 1 . Cum prepositio 
vel adverbium, in finali, ut r circum ortos aquarum fluenta ducit 1 . Et 
‘penes, palam’ nomina in priori, ut r penes sitis* parasitum pauperavit 1 ; 
qui parapsides lavat, idest scutellas, vel parasitus, idest coquus 6 . Et 
r palam furno retrahens ingredientis latus illisit 1 ; cum prepositiones sunt, 
in finali, ut r penes amicos consilium est 1 , r palam omnibus actum est 1 . Et 
adverbium est similiter, ut r palam factum est" 1 . Et ‘pape’ nomen in 
priori, ut r decreta pape romani" 1 ; cum interiectio est, in finali, ut 
r pape, quam? cito venisti" 1 . Et ‘cades, cedar’, cum verba sunt, in priori, 
ut r si labaris, cades 1 , r si magister rescierit, cedar 1 ; cum vero nomina 
sunt localia et indeclinabilia, in finali, ut r desertum Cades 1a , r habitantes 
Cedar 1b . Item ‘nostras, vestras, magnas, primas, cuias’, cum nominativi 
singulares sunt et tercie declinationis et “nostrates, vestrates, magnates, 
primates, cuiates” significant, in finali accentantur 8 ; cum vero accusativi 

1 novem ABFG. 2 declinabantur S 2 . 

3 habet accentum E. 4 Hie desinit A. 

5 penes parasitum C, penes, idem (id est) ‘pi(s)casuus’ D, penes, idest ‘piga suus’ £, penes suus EG. 

6 qui parapsides.. .coquus om. CDE 

7 quoniam G. 8 accentuantur D. 

a Psa . 28,8. b Psa. 119,£. 
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plurales possessivorum, in priori. Et ‘Salem, Aram*, si 1 nomina localia, 
in finali; cum vero accusativi latinorum nominum et declinabilium, in 
priori. Item ‘fumat, audit’ cum pro ‘fumavit, audivit’ syncopata, attes- 
tante Prisciano 3 , proferuntur, in finali. 

Item hebrea nomina aut greca, si ex parte declinatafuerint et latinam 
regulam ex integro non observaverint per declinationem, in finali, ut 
‘Adam, Ad§, Iesus, Iesum, Iesu’ et cetera talia. [f. 2 ra ] Item ‘pascha, 
pasche’ in utriusque fine accentatur, non solum propter differentiam 
imperativi verbi, quod est ‘pasce’ et in priori accentatur, ut r pasce oves, 
pasce agnos l2b , sed quia etiam excedit latinam regulam. Nam prima 
declinatio et quinta non habent neutrum genus, sicut nec quarta aut 
quinta commune aut proprium. Nullum enim commune est, nisi ad 
viventia pertineat. Ergo ‘dies, finis, margo, clunis’ et cetera talia cum in 
utroque inveniantur genere, communia non dicuntur. ‘Gums’ enim non 
vivens sed pars viventis est. Item ‘necte, deme, prome, Perse, quamvis, 
inquam, inquis’ et cetera talia, cum dissillabe sunt dictiones, in priori 
accentantur, ut r necte (pro liga) nodum 1 , r deme pilurn 1 , r prome vinum 1 , 
r Arabes et Perse venerunt 13 , r quamvis palleam, tamen sanus sum 1 . Cum 
vero dividuntur et monosillab^ sunt, accentum suum queque retinent, 
ut r nec te, nec ilium novi 1 , r de me dixisti 1 , r pro me locutus est 1 , r per se 
solus egit 1 , r elige quam vis istarum 1 , r in quam partem vergit 1 , r in quis 
error inest 1 . 

Nomina greca aut hebrea aut dubia nominal, si fuerint indeclinabi- 
lia, in fine accentantur omnia, ut ‘manna, Cain 3 , Abel, Noe, Iaphet, 
Eber, lacob, Phares, Levi, Zamri 6 , Chusi, Ophni, Melchi, Naim, Tare, 
Sare, Sadoch, Enoch, Lamech, Tobi 7 , David, Cephas, Heli, Booz, Obed 8 , 
Raab, Baal, Gebal, Ioseph, Cusis?, Iamnes, Mambres, Sion, Assur, 
Passur, Aser, amen, racha, Rabi, Ioram, Thamar’; ‘Iuda’ cum genitivus 
est, ut r elegit tribum Iuda 1c . Cum enim ‘Iuda’ vocativus est, in priori 
accentum habet, ut r O Iuda, mercator pessime 1 . Cum autem [f. 2 rl) ] 
latinam regulam ex integro servaverint, accentum quoque latinum ex 
integro conservabunt, ut ‘Iudas, Iud§, Iudam’. 


1 tantum C. 

3 vicerunt C. 

3 mana, Cairn 8. 
7 Zobi BFG. 

9 Susis CDE. 


2 pasce ... agnos om. C. 

4 dubia nomina C] dubio nota BDEFG. 
6 Zambri CDEFG. 

8 Ober 8. 


a Prise. Inst. gram. IV, 22. b loan. 21, ig-y. 

c Psa. 77,68. 
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De trissillabis 1 et ultra 


Omnis dictio trissillaba vel tetrasillaba et ceter§ polisillab§ in penultima 
sillaba producuntur vel breviantur, cum latin§ sunt, nisi forte causa 
differentie in ultima raro inveniri 2 contingat, ut ‘alias, alio’ cum adverbia 
sunt et^ ‘optimas’, cum nominativus singularis est terci§ declinationis, 
ut r optimates mixti cum plebe proclamabant 1 . Et ‘amabo’, adverbium 
optandi, ut r amabo, illud da mihi 1 . Et gentilia ista ‘Capenas, Arpinas*’. 

Quodsi barbara nomina ex parte declinata, latinam tamen regulam 
excesserint, finalis — quin in i insuper* — sillaba accentum obtinebit, 
ut ‘Moyses, Moysi, Moyse 6 , Moysen per n\ Nullum enim proprium 
nomen? in es facit genitivum in i. ‘Abraham, Abrahe’, ‘mammona, 
mammone 8 ’. Quodsi barbarum aliquod accentum latinum et latinam 
declinationem habens — ut ‘hie et huius et O Iordanis, Iordanem, a 
Iordane’, ‘Israel, Israelis, Israeli, Israelem, ab Israele’, ut r dispersiones 
Israelis congregabit la et in Exodo Tfugiamus Israelem, dominus enim 
pugnat pro eis contra nos^b — ad 10 casum latinum non pervenerint, 
accentum in ipsius finali habebunt, ut ‘trans Iordanen’ per n et ‘Deus 
Israel’. Cetera itaque non latina et ex to to indeclinabilia in fine accen- 
tantur omnia, ut ‘Isai, Cusai, Sarai, Berzellai, Giezi 11 , Zebee 12 , Salmana, 
Effraim, Isaac 1 * [f. 2 va ], Noemi, Zabulon, Ierusalem, Beniamin, Arfaxad, 
Balaam 1 *, Saraa, Chanaan, Betphage, Sinai, Genesareth 1 *, Thogorina 16 , 
Abacuc, Phineel, Fanuel, Cherubin, Seraphin, Iosaphat, Ieppee 1 ?, 
Capharnaum, Iericho, Abdenago’. ‘Salome’, proprium mulieris, que 
dicitur mater Iohannis et Iacobi maioris. Nam Iacobus minor frater est 
Domini, qui Ierosolimis requiescit 18 . 

Sed priusquam ex serie per omnes litteras Artem cudere incipiamus, 
omnia que perturbare lectorem possunt 1 ?, in diversitatibus accentuum, 
sonorum, numerorum, generum et declinationum edisseramus 20 . Nam 


1 dissillabis et trissillabis BFG. 

3 om. B. 

5 quin in i insuper om. C, insuper D. 
7 om. B. 

9 contra nos om. BCEFG. 

“ lezi B. 

13 Isa car CDE. 

13 Generaseth B. 

*7 Ielboe CDE. 

*9 valent CDEFG. 

a Psa. 146, 2. 


2 invenire continget C. 

4 Arpenas B. 

6 om. B. 

8 mammoni B. 

10 si ad D. 

12 Zebei C. 

*4 Baalam D. 

16 Togorman C, Togorma FG. 
18 qui ... requiescit om. D. 

20 edisseremus DE. 

b Exod. 14, 2£. 
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‘lepus’, quod est “animal” genitivum corripit ‘leporis’; Repos’, quod 
est “pulchritudo” producit ‘leporis’, ut r tractus uter lepores plures uter 
educet apros 1ai . Item r aulicus et facundus erat multique leporis 1 . Item 
‘deems’, quod est “honor” obliquos casus corripit ‘decoris’ et ‘decor’, 
quod est “pulchritudo” producit ‘decoris’. Et ‘fenix’, de Fenitia homo, 
producit ‘ferucis’ et ‘fenix’, nomen avis que est in Egypto, corripit 
‘fenicis’. Et ‘conditus’ quod est a ‘condo/condere’ corripitur et ‘con- 
ditus’, quod est a ‘condio/condire’ producitur, ut r cibus male conditus 1 
et r corpus conditum aromatibus 1 et r vinum conditum regibus 1 , r conditus 
lardo lepus est qui conditus antro 12 . Et ab ‘oblino/oblinis’ corripitur 
‘oblitus’, ut r sanguine fauces oblitus 1 et r pedibus oblitis limo 1 et ab 
‘obliviscor’ producitur ‘oblitus’. Et ‘ambitus’ cum nomen est, corripi¬ 
tur. Oratius in libro Poetrie r et properantis aque per amenos [f. 2 vb ] 
ambitus agros 1b ; et cum participium ‘ambitus’, producitur. Ovidius in 
primo Metamorphoseon* r iussit et ambit$ circumdare litora terr£ 1c . Et 
‘peritum’ cum a deponenti est ‘perior/periris’ unde ‘experior’ compo- 
situm, producitur; cum a neutro ‘pereo/peris’, corripitur, quod pulchre 
Lisorius in uno versu sic ostendit r non peritum tendis, si vis audire 
peritum 1d . Et ‘decora’ cum verbum est imperativum, corripitur; cum 
nomen est, producitur. Oratius in Heroicis r ac bene nummatum decorat 
Suadela Venusque 1e . Lisorius r veste decora me decora, decoraberis 
ipse 1f . Et ‘sevens’ nomen producitur; cum verbum est a ‘sero/seris’ 
quod facit preteritum ‘sevi’, corripitur, ut r perdideris lucrum, sterili si 
sevens agro 1 , r severis in terra pacem cum gente severa 1 *. Et ‘tribules’ 
nomen producitur. Oratius* r et soleas cum pilleolo conviva tribulis 1 ^; 
est autem ‘tribulis’ consanguineus, hoc est ex eadem tribu congenitus. 
Et ‘tribules’ verbum corripitur. Lisorius in poemate r non tribules 
dominans extemos sive tribules 111 . Et ‘persona’ cum verbum est corripi¬ 
tur; cum nomen est, producitur, ut 6 r in reditu vatis cane plebs et persona 
omnis 1 . Et ‘amicis’ nomen producitur; cum verbum est, corripitur. 
Oratius in secundo Epistularum r et piper et quicquid cartis amicitur 


1 tractus aquis uter lepores plures inter educit apros BF y tractus uter lepores plures uter educet 
apros CD£, id est “enutriat” D, tractus aquis utinam lepores plures inter educit apros G. 

2 conditus ... antro tantum E. 3 metamorphoseos BFG. 

4 severis ... severa tantum E. s om. B. 

6 ut ... corripitur om. E. 


a Hor. Ep. l,i£,22. 
c Ov. Met. I, 37. 
e Hor. Ep. 1,6,38. 

* Hor. Ep. 1 ,13,1 £. 


b Hor. A.E.ij. 
d Lisorius frgm. 7, 
* Lisorius frgm. 8. 
h Lisorius frgm. 9. 



ineptis l1a . Ovidius r ille sibi ablatus 2 fulvis amicitur in alis 1l) . Lisorius r si 
corvos amicis, delirus nonne videris? 1c . r Me pannis amicis, me cunctis 
iungis amicis 13 . Verbum est ‘amicio/amicivi/amicire/amictum/amiciens/ 
amicior’. Eta ‘redimo/redimere, vinco/vincere, condo/condere, prodo j 
prodere’ breviantur* ‘redimimus/redimitis, vincimus/vincitis, condimus j 
conditis, prodimus/proditis’. Et a ‘redimio/redimire, vincio/vin[f. 3 ra ]- 
cire, condio/condire, prodeo/prodire’ longa sunt ‘redimimus/redimitis, 
vincimus/vincitis, condimus/conditis, prodimus/proditis’. Et ‘renitens’ 
a ‘niteo/nites’ corripitur, ut r rex bisso renitens 1 et a ‘nitor/niteris’ 
producitur, ut r asinus quoque clune renitens 1 . Item r asinus est animal 
irrenitens 1 , idest “non renitens”. Et ‘irrita’ nomen corripitur, ut r irrita 
dextra 1 , item 3 r irrita vota gerens 1 ; cum verbum est, producitur, ut 
Ovidius r et crescit rabies irritaturque retenta 1d . Oratius r segnius 6 irritant 
animos demissa per aurem 1e . Ovidius r vulneris auctor adest hostemque 
irritat ad iram 1f . Oratius r multa fero ut placem genus irritabile vatumls. 
Ovidius r effodiuntur opes, irritamenta malorum 1h . Et ‘caligas, arabas’ 
nomina breviantur - Oratius in Liricis r diffigas retusum? in Massagetas 
Arabasque ferrum 11 , item Oratius 8 in Heroicis r quid maris extremos 
Arabas ditantis et Indos 1 !, r es turn sollicitas 1 - verba autem producuntur. 
Lisorius r estibus hie algens Garamantide nudus arabas 1k ; r transcend ens$ 
Arabas vidi quod nudus arabas 11 . Et a nomine ‘stater/stateris’, quod est 
genus nummi, breviatur ablativus ‘statere’; et a nomine ‘statera’ produ¬ 
citur genitivus ‘statere’. Et ‘alius’ cum nominativus est, corripitur; cum 
genitivus, producitur. Et ‘eadem’ cum nominativus et accusativus est, 
corripitur; cum ablativus, producitur. Et ‘reliqui’ cum nomen est, 
corripitur, ut r reliqui vero 10 tenuerunt servos eius 1m ; cum verbum est, 
producitur, ut r uxorem mecham 11 reliqui 1 . Item a ‘pello/pellis’ verbo 
corripitur ‘pellitis’ et a nomine ‘pellitus’ producitur ‘pellitis’. Oratius in 
Liricis r pellitis ovibus Galesi 1n . 


I inemptis C. 

3 me ... amicis tantum E. 

5 om. B. 

7 recusum BFG. 

9 transcendens ... arabas tantum E. 

II foetam D, coetham E. 

a Hor. Ep. II, i, 270. 
c Lisorius frgm. 10. 
e Hor. A.?. 180. 

* Hor. Ep. II, 2, 102. 

1 Hor. C. I, 35,39. 
k Lisorius frgm. 12. 
m Matt. 22,6. 


2 alatus BFG. 

4 derivantur BF. 

6 segnis G. 

8 Item Oratius] Idem BFG , Oratius CE. 

10 om. B. 

b Ov. Met. V, 546. 
d Ov. Met. Ill, £66-7. 
f Ov. Met. VIII, 418. 

11 Ov. Met. I, 140. 

J Hor. Ep. I, 6,6. 

1 Lisorius frgm. 1 3. 
u Hor. C. II,6,io. 
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Et ‘stabilitas, inanitas, impunitas, infinitas 1 , [f. 3 rb ] lenitas, levitas, 
largitas, unitas’ cum nominativi singulares sunt tercie declinationis, 
breviantur, ut r stabilitas in clero sancta 1 , Ilarius in secundo de Trinitate 
libro r inmensitas est in excelso, infinitas in eterno 1a . Item sic est r unitas 
fidei 1b . Salomon in secundo r inanitas est et afflictio 1c , sic enim habetur 
in editione quinta. Item r exsultat levitate puer, gravitate senectus, inter 
utrumque manens stat iuvenile decus 1d . Item r mansuetudo et lenitas" 1 . 
Cum autem accusativi plurales sunt prime declinationis, producuntur, ut 
r res meas bene habeo stabilitas 1 et r rixas perfero infinitas 1 et r undas 
lebetis nondum inanitas video 21 et r sacerdotes et levitas dominus ordi- 
navit 1 et r aures principis multa prece lenitas adii 1 et r res largitas pauperi- 
bus centuplicandas novi 1 et r gentes omnes fide unitas miror 1 . 

Item a nomine ‘barbarus’ corripitur accusativus ‘barbarum’ et a 
‘barba’ producitur genitivus ‘harum barbarum’. Item a verbis ‘invideo, 
provideo’ producuntur preterita ‘invidi, providi’ et de nominibus ‘provi- 
dus, invidus’ genitivi breviantur ‘providi, invidi’. Item ‘porrigo’ verbum 
corripitur et ‘porrigo’ nomen producitur. Iuvenalis r grex totus in agris 
unius scabie cadit et porrigine porci 1e . Item a ‘rigeo/riges’ compositum 
‘dirigeo/diriges’, unde ‘dirigui’, infinitivum producit ‘dirigere’; et ‘rego/ 
regis’, unde [f. 3 va ] compositum ‘dirigo/dirigis’ unde ‘direxi’, infiniti¬ 
vum corripit ‘dirigere’. 

Item ‘concido, excido, incido 3 , occido, intercido, recido’ cum a 
‘cado/cadis’ componuntur et ad casum pertinent, breviantur; cum a 
‘cedo/cedis’, quod est “seco/secas” et ad conscisionem* pertinent, produ¬ 
cuntur. Item a verbis ‘teneo, venio, niteo, mittos, libet, latet, patet’ 
producitur ‘tenere, venere, nitere, misere, libere, latere, patere’, et a 
nominibus ‘tenera, misera, Venus, latus, libera, patera’ et de verbo 
‘patior/pateris, nitor/niteris’ breviantur ‘tenere, libere 6 , misere, Venere, 
latere, patere, nitere’. Item a verbis ‘indigeo, pario, hebeo, illicio, tero, 
traduco, reduco, induco 7 ’ producuntur ‘indigetis, parietis, hebetis, 
illicis, teretis, traducis, reducis, inducis 8 ’; et a nominibus ‘indiges, 
paries, teres^, hebes, tradux, redux, indux 10 , illex’ breviantur genitivi 


1 om. BF. 

3 om. B. 
s miteo B. 

7 indico CDE. 
9 om. B. 


2 habeo D. 

4 concisionem CE. 
6 om. B. 

8 indicis CDE. 

10 index CDE. 


• Hilarius De trin. 11 , 2 f-6. 
o Eccl. 4,8. 
e Iuv. Sat. 11,79-80. 


b Eph. 4,1 3. 
d Maxim. E. I, ioj-6. 
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‘indigetis, parietis, teretis 1 , hebetis, traducis, reducis, inducis 2 , lllicis’. 
Lucanus in primo r indigetes flevisse deos 1a . Item ‘remanet, releget’ a 
‘manare, legare* producuntur. Lisorius r edis ab ambitibus pemitar ut 3 
unda remanet 1b , item r ipse releget nos ad prata virentia pastum lc . Item 
ab ‘aro/arare’ corripitur ‘exaret’ — Oratius in Liricis r frontem senectus 
exaret 1d — et ab ‘areo/ares’ producitur ‘exaret’*. Item ‘educo/educas’ 
pro “nutnc/mitris” du corripit et ‘educo/educis’ pro “emitto/emittis” 
du producit. Item ‘cupi[f. 3 vb ]do, libido' cum nominativi sunt tercie 
declinationis, producuntur; cum iterum obliqui secunde a nomine 
‘cupidus, libidus', breviantur. Item a ‘ferio/ferire, sevio/sevire’ produ¬ 
cuntur ‘sevimus, ferimus’, et a ‘sero/serere, fero/ferre’ ‘ferimus, sevi- 
mus’ brevianturs. Item 6 a ‘caco/cacare, hereo/herere' futura producuntur 
‘cacabo, herebo’ et ‘cacabus, erebus?' corripiunt obliquos ‘cacabo, ere- 
bo' 8 . Item ‘hereo, pergo' primas plurales personas producunt ‘heremus, 
pergamus’ et nominal ‘Pergamus, heremus’ corripiuntur. Lisorius in 
Cornitio r dirutus heu stupris Helene sit 10 Pergamus omnis 1e . Item a 
‘metior/metiris’ producitur ‘metitur’ et a ‘meto/metis’ correptum est 
‘metitur’. Item ab ‘expedio’ breviatur ‘expedit’ et a ‘pedo/pedere’ 
longum est ‘expedit’. Lisorius in Cornitio r expeditque vafer minuens 
sibi probra noverce 1f . Item 4 ligo/ligas, celo/celas’ in passivo producit 
‘ligeris, celeris’. Que cum item nomina sunt, corripiuntur. Est autem 
‘Ligeris’ nomen fluvii et ‘celeris’ “velox”. Item a ‘placo/placas’ longum 
est ‘complacet’. Iuvencus 11 r complacetque deum prece multa cordeque 
puro 1 . Et a ‘placeo/placere’ breviatur ‘complacet’, ut r pater in filio 
complacet sibi I2l £. Item a ‘paro/paras’ corripitur ‘comparet, apparet’ et 
a ‘pareo/parere’ producitur ‘comparet, apparet’^. Item a 1 * ‘pareo/pares, 
iaceo/iaces, pendeo/pendes’ producuntur ‘parere, iacere, pendere’; et 
‘iacio/iacis, pario/paris, pendo/pendis’ corripiunt ‘parere, iacere, 
pendere’. Item ‘cio/cis/cire’, hoc est “vocare”, unde illud r Iesum 


I om. B. 

3 om. B. 

* Item a ferio ... breviantur. om. G. 
7 idest infemus D. 

9 om. B. 
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[f.4 ra ] ciamus vocibus 1a , producitur ‘ciatis* et ‘ciatus’ nomen corripit 
‘datis’, ut est illud r ut ciatis potent, convivas queso ciatis" 1 . Item 
‘icere, degere, vertere, legere, scandere, pandere, mandere, exedere, 
meminere, ruere, fuere, lavere’ cum sunt preteriti temporis terci§ 
plurales persone, producuntur. Lucanus in secundo r mox vincula 1 ferri 
exedere senem" ll) . Oratius in Liricis r miserarum est neque amori dare 
ludum, neque dulci vino mala lavere 10 . Et ‘dego’ ab ‘ago’ compositum 
est et preteritum dissillabum habet, ut Priscianus d asserit, ‘degi’. Quodsi 
aliquis trisillabum ‘degui’ in apocrifis scripturis legerit, corrigere satagat, 
quia 2 per ignorantiam actum est. Item ‘veteris’ cum a passivo est ‘vetor/ 
vetaris’, producitur; cum a nomine ‘vetus/veteris’, corripitur. Item 
‘compoti’ cum a ‘potare’ est, producitur; cum a ‘compotus’, quod est 
computare, corripitur. Item ‘veneris, fugeris’ cum prime sunt coniu- 
gationis a ‘venor/venaris’ et ‘fugo/fugare’, producuntur; cum a ‘venio j 
venis, fugio/fugis’ dicitur, corripiuntur. Item ‘iuveris, laveris, videris, 
moveris, foveris’ in activo breviantur, in passivo longasunt. Item ‘indico / 
indicas, predicas/predico’ prime breviantur; et ‘indico/indicis/indicens, 
predico/predicis/predicens’ in tercia coniugatione producuntur. Item 
‘comperimus, invenimus’ cum significant* presens tempus, sunH 
longa; cum preteritum, breviantur*. Item < maledico/maledicis > cum 
verbum est, producitur; cum a nomine ‘maledicus* sunt obliqui, 
breviantur, ut illud r neque maledici possidebunt regnum [f-4 rb ] DeE e . 
Item a verbis ‘necto, canto, aro J longa sunt ‘nectari, cantari, arari’ et a 
nominibus ‘nectar, cantarus, Araris’ corripitur 6 ‘nectari, cantari, Arari’. 
Item ‘petite, cupite, accersite, lacessite, capessite’ cum sunt imperativi 
modi secunde plurales persone, breviantur; cum vero sunt obliqui casus 
participiorum femininorum, longa. Item ‘cecidi' cum a ‘cado’ est, 
breviatur; cum a ‘cedo’, idest “seco”, producitur. 

Omnia enim verba que primam sillabam non positione, sed natura 
tenentlongam, raro tempore, numquam voce 7 mutant illam, compositione 
excepta. Que enim brevem habent primam, mutare aliquando possunt 
illam, ut ‘ago/egi, frango/fregi’, unde et ‘fragilis' breviatur, ‘iacio/ieci, 
facio/feci, capio/cepi’. Quere itaque, tu lector, omnia verba que primam 
naturaliter habent longam, si 8 umquam sicut in istis mutatam voce 


i vincla BFG. 

3 significat BF. 

5 breve B, brevis G. 

7 tempora... vocem D, vocem E. 

a Prud. Cath. I, 81. 
c Hor. C. Ill, 12, I. 
e / Cor. 6, io. 


2 quam G. 

4 om. BC. 

6 dicitur corripitur B, dicitur G. 
8 sive G. 


b Luc. Phars. II, 72-3. 
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videris earn 1 , ut ‘dico, duco, pedo, munio, vado, ledo, rideo, nitor, 
fido, ludo, trudo, pono, como, promo, cudo, scribo, nubo’ et cetera. 
Quodsi ad differentiam hie ‘cecidi’, illic ‘cecidi’ 2 dici debere astruxe- 
rint, audiant quoniam unum preteritum esse duorum verborum potest, 
ut ‘fero et tollo’ ‘tuli’, ‘pendeo et pendo’ ‘pependi’, ‘resisto et resto’ 
‘restiti’, ‘lugeo et luceo’ ‘luxi’, ‘mereor et mereo’ ‘merui’, ‘aceo et 
acuo’ ‘acui’, ‘paveo et pasco’ ‘pavi’, unde ‘expavi’, ‘capio et cepio’ 
[f.4 va ] (quod inusitatum est) ‘cepi’, ‘cresco et cerno’ ‘crevi’. Unde 
‘excresco/excrevi, concresco/concrevi et discemo/discrevi, secerno/ 
secrevi’ - Ovidius in primo Metamorphoseon r et liquidum spisso secre- 
vit ab aere celum 131 - ‘pango et pacisco ’3 ‘pepigi’, ‘polluo et polleo’ 
‘pollui’, ‘recubo’ prime et ‘recumbo’ tercie ‘recubui’, ‘cado et cedo’ 
‘cecidi’, sed hoc corripitur, illud producitur. Ovidius in quarto* Meta¬ 
morphoseon r silva vetus stabat, quam nulla ceciderat etasl b . Verba vero 
neutra preteritum in ui habentia raro habent et supina. Et sciendum est* 
quoniam ‘urgeo, compesco, ferio, tollo, ango, timeo, metuo’ cum activa 
sint, supinis carent, nam ‘tultum et anctum’ abusive ponuntur. Verbalia 
in sor 6 in femininis assumunt t, ut ‘tonsor/tonstrix, risor j ristrix’ 
- Lisorius in Cornitio r puelle ristricis me osorem profiteor 10 - ‘sessor/ 
sestrix, invasor/invastrix, possessor/possestrix, censor/censtrix’. Verbum? 
‘mulceo’ facit preteritum per s ‘mulsi’ et supinum ‘mulsum’, unde illud 
est r comedite pinguia et bibite mulsurn'd. Vocatur autem mulsum vel 
aqua vel vinum, cum per mel aut per herbas ex cruditatis austeritate in 
suaviorem deducuntur saporem. Quod quidam ignorantes, cum per se 
quid sit mulsum non possint advertere, emendatores se temere facientes 
‘multum 8 ’ ponunt. Et ‘mulgeo’ per x ‘mulxi’ et ‘augeo’ per u et x 
‘auxi’ et ‘algeo’ per 7 et 5 ‘alsi’, hoc est “frigus habeo”. Et ‘frigeo’ cum 
ad frigus pertinet, preteritum facit ‘frigui’. ‘Fulgeo’ ‘fulsi’ et ‘fulcio’ 
‘fulcivi’, ‘odio’o ‘odivi’. Et ‘frigeo 10 ’ cum pertinet ad sartaginem facit 
‘frixi’. Sic 11 et unum supinum duorum verborum. Sed forsitan corri¬ 
gendum me temerarii emendatores putabunt quod ‘duorum’ dixerim et 
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non magis dissil [f-4 vb ] labum ‘duum’ 1 , hoc est “duum verborum” cum 
neutrum posui, quasi numquam proferri per sincopam audierint in illis 
tan turn secunde que non sunt mobilia trium, ut ‘deum’ pro ‘deorum’. 
Lucanus in secundo r iamque ire patuere deum superum 18 - pro ‘supero- 
rum’, ut r per qu£ ira superum divum 21 pro ‘divorum’, ut r iam pecudum 
divumque genus sopor altus habebat 1b . ‘Equum’ pro ‘equorum’. Vir- 
gilius r dives equum, dives pictai vestis et auri 1c . Priscianusin tractatu de 
genitivo plurali declination^ secunde* sic r duorum, duarum, duorum, 
quamvis ‘duum’ in neutro soleat dici causa differentia 1 ^. In quibus 
Prisciani verbis comperimus magis ‘duorum’ quam ‘duum’ debere 
proferri. Cum enim dicit ‘soleat’, sentenciam quorundam magis quam 
suam demonstrat. Sequitur enim Ovidium, qui ait in libro secundo 
Metamorphoseon de scorpione celi loquens r porrigit in spacium mem- 
brorum signa duorum 1 e . Item Ovidius in libro quinto r tigris ut auditis 
diversa valle duorum exstimulata fame mugitibus armentorum 1 *. Ecce, 
Ovidius dicit ‘duorum membrorum et duorum armentorum’, cur non 
dicere debeam ego ‘duorum corporum, duorum* testamentorum, duo¬ 
rum generum, duorum verborum, duorum animalium’ et cetera, ut 
Lisorius in versu quodam sic r coniunx est generum nomen commune 
duorum"^? Item ipse r aspice monstrorum pereuntia signa duorum 6lh . 

Continuabitur 


Amersfoort 
Van Houtenlaan 4 
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Notice sur Jean Thenaud (2) 


J. ENGELS 


D ans le premier article sur Jean Thenaud 1 , j'estimate probable 2 qu un 
manuscrit de sa Margarite de France se cacherait dans tel ou telfonds. 
Je ne savais pas si bien dire, car le professeur G. Mallary Masters de 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina, m'informe qu il a retrouve la chronique dans le 
ms. Londres, British Museum, Additional Manuscripts 13969. 11 vient d'annoncer 
sa trouvaille dans un article Thenaud and Dante, paru aux Etats-Unis 3 . 

La description du manuscrit, par F. Madden*, dans le Catalogue du 
British Museum, cite une rubrique (f. 3 r J mentionnant le titre de la chronique 
et le nom de son auteur: 

«La Margarite de France; ou, Le numbre, ordre et temps des 
tresnobles Roys qui ont regne es Gaules, despuys cent quarante 
quatre ans apres le deluge, jusques a Tan mil quatre cens quatre 
vingtz dix sept; en trois traictez; par Jehan Thenaud, frere mi- 
neur.» The work was composed in 1^08, and is dedicated to Louise 
of Savoy, Countess of Angoulesme, (mother of Francis I,) whose 
arms are painted in the initial letter of the dedication. On vellum. 
Folio. [1 3,969.] 

Le catalogue ne donne aucune indication sur la provenance du manuscrit, qui ne 
parah pas etre celui de Foncemagne *. Ignorant la reliure, je ne sais pas si peut- 
etre il s' a git de celui de Francois I er , «couvert de veloux cramoisi» 6 . Le ms. 
139697 comporte ou J. l r la note suivante: «Purchased of Tho. Kodds, 11th 

1 vivarium VIII = 1970, pp. 99-122; sigle: Notice Thenaud ( l). 

2 Notice Thenaud (l), p. 113. 

3 G. Mallary Masters, Thenaud and Dante, Dante Studies LXXXVIII = 1970 (pp. 149-^4), p. 1^3, 
note 3. 

♦ Catalogue of Additions to the manuscripts in the British Museum in the years MDCCCXLl - MDCCCXLV, 
Londres, i8$o, p. 3. 

* Notice Thenaud ( 1 ), p. 113. 

6 Notice Thenaud (l), p. 112. 

7 J'ai pu examiner un microfilm aimablement ex6cut6 pour notre Institut par les services du British 
Museum. 
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Mar. 1843. I from Lord Kingsboroughs Sale at Dublin , 1 Nov. 1^42. lot 
609. /». II a done etc achete a Thomas Rodd the Younger 1 , libraire etabli Great 
Newport Street a Londres. Le Catalogue des imprimis du British Museum 2 3 
presente un item Catalogues of printed books and MSS. offered for sale by 
Thomas Rodd the Younger, Londres, [1823-^0], 8°, mais par malchance 
le recueil n en comporte pas entre les annees 1839 e t 1 $ 43 - 

Quant a Lord Kingsborough , c est-a-dire Edward King (ne en l r J9S ) 2> , 
la vue d’un manuscrit mexicain a la Bodleienne le decida a se consacrer desormais 
a la prehistoire du Mexique. A partir de 1830 , il publia neuj volumes in-folio 
dans lesquels il s’fforgait de demontrer que ce pays avait ete autrfois colonise 
par les Israelites. Comme la Margarite de France remonte jusqu a Samothes-Dis y 
petitfls presume de Noe , King pouvait esperer trouver dans cette chronique des 
arguments pour etayer sa these y sans doute originale. Quoi qu il en soit y Ventre- 
prise lui couta quelque £ 32 OOO et le ruina. Mis en prison pour dettes a Dublin , 
ily mourut le 2J fevrier 18 37 de lafevre typhoide. Sa bibliotheque devait etre 
vendue cinq ans plus tard. 

f ignore quand et comment Lord Kingsborough est entre en possession du 
manuscrit. Toutfois , le J. 1 v presente une liste de possesseurs anterieurs ecrite 
de plusieurs mains: 

Maistre Clement Vaillant/aduocat en parlement./de Paris 

M e Thibaut Vaillant P r fiscal 

Maistre Gilles Vaillant procureur fiscal 

M e Nicolas p r fiscal 

M e Jean Foy Vaillant D.M. 

Lef. 2 r donne un Vallantiorum Epitaphium: 

Filius hie, Pater hie, Auus hie, proauusque quiescunt, 

Conditur hie Abauus, conditur hie Atauus, 

Qui prope ducentos fisci gessere per Annos 
sub sex atque tribus munera praesulibus. 

Les Vaillant etaient une famille oil les livres etaient transmis de generation en 
generation. Dans le ms. Paris , B.N. Nouv. Acq. fr. 10738 4 contenant les 

1 Dictionary of national biography ed. Sidney Lee, XLIX, Londres 1897, p. 78. 

2 British Museum. General catalogue of printed books , Photolithographic edition to 1955 » volume 105, 
Londres, 1961, col. 853. 

3 Cf. Dictionary of national biography ed. Sidney Lee, XXXI, Londres, 1892, pp. 130-1. 

4 B.N. Cat. gen.des mss.fr. par H. Omont, Nouvelles acquisitions franfaises IV (N 08 1 0001-11353 et 
20001 - 22811 ), Paris, 1918, pp. 92-3. 
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Coutumes de Senlis, Clermont-en-Beauvaisis et Gerber oy, on lit au J. 1: «Sum 
Domini Theobaldi Vaillant», et au has du j. 22g v «par M e Gilles Vaillant a M e 
Clement Vaillant, advocat en ?arlement y son oncle y le v e mars 1596, en la 
ville de Paris». 

LeJ. 2 V est reste en blanc. Au J. 3 r , apres la rubrique susmentionnee, vient 
la liste des rois ayant regne «es Gaules» qui donne le canevas de la chronique y 
et qui va de Samothes-Dis a Charles VIII (f. 4 V ). Suit un long dithyrambe 
sur Louis XII (-f. 5 r ; le J. $ v etant en blanc J, qui est dit etre alors dans la 
onzieme annee de son regne 1 , lequel a commence le 27 mai 1498 2 . C'est pourquoi 
on admet que la Margarite de France a ete composee soit en 1508 (Fevret; 
Mercier-a), soit en 1 509 (Mercier-b). 

AuJ. 6 r (-J v ) commence le Prologue-dedicace a Louise de Savoie: «A ma 
souueraine et tresgenereuse dame et princesse y ma dame la contesse d y Engoulesme y 
Jrere Jehan Thenaud, des Jreres mineurs le meindre et des docteurs en saincte 
theologie le minime ...». Thenaud , en declinant ses titres y ne se dit pas encore 
gardien des mineurs d' Angouleme, ce qui nous ramene avant le 9 decembre 1 $14 *. 
A cette date , en revanche, il etait deja docteur en theologie. Ne dans la «chastel- 
leneye de Melle»* y Vactuelle commune Melle-sur-Beronne a cinquante k.m. 
au sud de Poitiers , c est sans doute a Yuniversite de cette ville qu il a obtenu 
son doctorat en theologie , precede de la maitrise es arts. Mais , les registres 
d*immatriculation des etudiants ayant ete disperses 5 , il ne sera peut-etre pas 
simple d y en trouver la confirmation. 

Thenaud devait meme etre deja docteur en 1308/9, a tout le moins si le 
prologue du ms. 13969 est reste conforme a Yoriginal. Est-ce le cas? A ce 
propos, il se pose un curieux probleme de chronologie. En ejfet, plus loin dans 
ce prologue (J. 6 V ), apres avoir proclame que la France, surtout depuis 
l y avenement de Louis XII, ne le cede en rien aux monarchies d y Assyrie, de Perse, 
de Grkce ou de Rome, Thenaud declare: 

Et despuys huyt jours en 9a considerant que si mon oeuure [= la 
Margarite de France] — de longtemps conceu, et retarde pour les 
Triumphes de vertuz esquelz de present par vostre commandement 
suys occupe, [et] pour mon ineloquence et rudite barbare - estoit 
de voz precieuses mains attouche, de voz tresbenings et limpides 
yeulx approuue, et a vostre tresglorieux nom dedie, qu’il seroit 

1 Ce passage a aussi 6 t€ cit£ par Fevret , d’apres le ms. de Foncemagne. 

2 Histoire genealogique et chronologique de la maison royale de France y ... par le P. Anselme, ... 3 e 
Edition revue, Paris, 1726 (repr. New York, 1967), I, p. 127. 

3 Notice Thenaud (1), p. 103. 

4 Paulin Paris (IV, p. 139); Holban ER igjl , p. (pour ce sigle, voir infra , p. 14^, n. 4). 

3 R. Filhol, Vuniversite de Poitiers sous VAncien Regime, Poitiers, 1967, p. 9. 
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plus agreable et autentique, me suys a icelluy [la Margarite ] pendant 
vostre presence donne, aultres negoces mys arriere. 

Le manuscrit de Londres comporte au moins trois autres renvois au Triumphe 
des vertus 1 : 

En cestuy temps fust bastie en Alexandrie la tour nomme Phams, 
qui est une des sept merueilles du monde 2 , de laquelle ay faict 
mencion ou prologue du Triumphe des vertus (f. 4o v ). 

Les offices d’ung chascun estat ay escript bien au long ou Triumphe 
des vertuz , ou traicte de Prudence et ou chapitre de Intelligence, par 
quoy n’en toucheray riens icy (f. 6o r ). 

Apres fut le bon et tresvertueux roy Elphrede, duquel ay escript 
les faicts ou Triumphe de Prudence (f. 95*). 

Sans anticiper sur la dotation du Triumphe des vertus, que nous examinerons 
plus loin , je signale que le premier volume a ete jusqu ici generalement situe au 
plus tot en 1517-8 (Paulin Paris IV , pp. 143-4; Holban, pp. 267 sv). 
Comment expliquer alors les references qu on lit dans le manuscrit de Londres de 
la Margarite de France, composee des 1508-9? Sans doute , pour les trois 
dernieres , la diffculte nest pas insurmontable. On pourrait supposer , a la 
rigueur , que Thenaud, un jour, ait tenu a intercaler dans un manuscrit de la 
Margarite ces renvois au Triumphe compose entretemps. Mais pour la premiere 
reference, rien afaire. Thenaudy declare expressement que voila longtemps qu il 
aren't confusa Margarite de France, mais que Vachevement en a ete retarde parce 
qu il etait occupy sur ordre de Louise de Savoie, a composer le Triumphe des 
vertus ; toutefois depuis une semaine encourage par sa presence, il s y est remis a la 
chronique toute affaire cessante. Il faut done admettre que Louise lui avait 
commande le Triumphe, non vers 1517/8, mais des avant 1508/9; et qu au 
moment d’achever la Margarite, il avait deja redige, outre un prologue , une 
ebauche consacree a Prudence , du premier traite du Triumphe, et que c est a ce 
texte primitif qu y ilfait les trois renvois en question. Cela change pas mal la pers¬ 
pective chronologique. 

La Jin du prologue (J. 7 V J contient notamment la phrase sur Frangois du 
Moulin de Rochfort signalee par Fevret 3 et se termine sur Texplicit «. . . Vay 
leu , sceu et trouue.». 


* G. Mallary Masters, Thenaud and Dante , art. cit., p. 153, note 3. 

2 Cf. Schefer , p. 23. 

3 Notice Thenaud (i), p. 106; cf. p. 11 g. 



Au f. 8 r commence la Margarite de France propre, incipit: «Des la 
creacion in monde jusques au deluge ...». Le passage sur Pierre Bersuire 1 , qui a 
ete le point de depart de la presente notice , se lit dans le chapitre sur Jean II le Bon 
(jf. 1212J V J . J y en transcris au courant de la plume un fragment assez long 
pour donner une idee de la chronique; il s arrete en 13^2 y annee de la mort 
de Bersuire 2 3 : 


DE JEHAN QUI REGNA QUATORZE ANS 

L’an mil troys cens cinquante le vingt sixiesme jour de septembre, fut sacre a Rains 
le roy Jehan filz de Phelippes de Valoys. Cestuy estoit en la vie de son pere due de 
Normandie. Au commencement de son regne fut decapite le connestable de 
France Raoul, conte d’Eu et de Guignes, en l’hostel de Neesle a Paris, pour 
plusieurs traysons qu’il avoit conspire au profit des Angloys. Et Ton feist connestable 
Charles d’Espaigne auquel le Roy donna la conte d’Angoulesme. Lequel ne vesquit 
guieres, car Charles roy de Navarre le feist occire en son hostellerie en la ville de 
Legle en Normandie par Phelippes de Navarre, son frere, et par Jehan, Loys et 
Phelippes de Harecourt et fut faict connestable Jacques de Bourbon, frere de 
Pierres de Bourbon. De cest vilain faict le roy de Navarre cria mercy au Roy en 
la grant chambre de Parlement de Paris en presence de tous. Mais, parce que 
ledit roy de Navarre bien tost apres yssit du royaulme sans le sceu du Roy, toutes 
ses seigneuries furent mises en la main du Roy fors heureux Chierbourg et quatre 
aultres. Bien tost apres, au chasteau de Rouan, le Roy print ledit Charles, roy de 
Navarre, qu’il feist mectre en prison a Paris; le conte de Harecourt et troys aultres 
qu’il feist menner au Chastellet, et furent finablement penduz et estranglez; et 
les seigneurs de Gravile, de Maubuc, de Mante et Maretz et Colin Double feist 
incontinent decapiter audit Rouan. Longtemps apres fut [i 26 r ] delivre desdictes 
prisons de Paris le roy de Navarre par la trayson de Jehan de Picquigny. 

L’an mil [troysp cens cinquante cinq le roy d’ Angleterre 4 descendit a Calais et vint 
jusques a Hedin en brulant tout. Le Roy y fut au devant de luy en offrant combatre 
corps pour corps, ou povoir a povoir, mais le roy d’Angleterre n’y voulut entendre 
et s’en retouma. Le filz aisne dudit roy d’Angleterre, le prince de GallesS, 
descendit en Gascoigne et degasta les pays de Languedoc, Auvergne, Limousin, 
Perigort, et fortifia le chasteau d’Engoulesme ouquel feist faire la grande sale. 
Puys chevaucha par Berry et Poictou. Et le Roy vint au devant de luy a Chauvigny 
pres Poictiers et furent les Fran^oys vaincus le dixneufviesme de septembre en l’an 
mil troys cens cinquante six. Illec moururent Pierre, due de Bourbon, Jacques de 
Bourbon, connestable de France; Jehan d’Arthoys, conte d’Eu; Charles son frere, 
conte de Longueville; Legissart, cousin germain du Roy; Jehan de Melun, conte 
de Tancarville et ses enfans, dont Tung estoit archevesque de Sen[l]is; Regnault 


1 Notice Thenaud (/), p. 99. 

2 Pour cette peri ode, voir Contemporary chronicles of the hundred years war from the works ofJean le Bel , 
Jean Froissart & Enguerrand de Monstrelet , tr. & ed. by Peter E. Thompson, Londres, 1966. 

3 Ms: quatre. 4 Edouard III. 

s Edouard, fils du precedent, appel£ le Prince Noir. 
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Chauveau, evesque de Chaalons; les contes de Vantaudour, Dampmartin, Ven- 
dosme, Vaudemont, Sarragosse, Nauson; chevaliers et barons, jusques au numbre 
de dix sept cens cinquante deux bannieres. Et se saulverent Charles, daulphin, due 
de Normandie; Loys conte d’Angeou, Jehan conte de Poictou, enfans dudit roy 
Jehan; Phelippes due d’Orleans, frere du Roy, et peu d’aultres seigneurs. 

Et fut ledit roy Jehan prins prisonnier, menne a Bourdeaulx, puys en Angleterre. 
Lors furent assemblez les troys estatz pour delivrer le Roy, lesquelz offrirent grant 
ayde par ainsi que Ton desapoinctast les officiers du roy Jehan et que le royaulme 
fust gouveme par quatre prelatz, douze chevaliers et douze bourgeoys, ce qui ne fut 
trouve bon ne accepte par ledit daulphin, due de Normandie. Pour ce alia querir 
conseil et secours a Maitz a son oncle messire Charles de Boesme empereur. Et 
gouverna le royaulme ledit daulphin, premierement comme lieutenant du Roy, 
secondement comme celluy a qui il apartenoit, et mectoit en ses tiltres Charles 
aisne filz de France, gouvernant le royaulme. Lors Jehan Marcel 1 , prevost de Paris, 
et Robert le Coq, evesque de Laon, feirent plusieurs oultraiges en Paris audit 
daulphin, [f. i 2 6 v ] car ilz le contraignirent de faire despendre le conte de Harecourt 
et ses compaignons, et de les faire enterrer honorablement comme justes et 
iniquement penduz. Puys occist ledit prevost en la chambre et presence dudit 
daulphin, deux siens chambrelains, e’est a sea voir Jehan de Conflans, mareschal de 
Champaigne, et Robert de Clermont, mareschal de France. Auquel le daulphin 
dist: “Mons r . le Prevost, saulvez moy la vie”. Lors le prevost luy bailla son chaperon 
my party de rouge et pers, dont le pers estoit a dextre, et print le sien, qu’il porta 
tout icelluy jour. Et fut contrainct le daulphin approuver le faict des occis qui 
furent traynez jusques a la pierre de marbre du palays Parlement. Et les princes 
du sang furent parforcez porter telz chaperons my partis. Mais ledit prevost fut 
bien tost apres occis par le tumulte du peuple de Paris et trayne mort jusques 4 
Saincte Catherine du Val des Escoliers. 

En celluy temps les Jaquiers de Beauvoisi [s], de Montmoransy et Mucien occirent 
tous les nobles, tant hommes que femmes et enfans, d’icelluy pays. Et feirent 
plusieurs maulx, mais ilz furent desfaitz par le roy de Navarre qui en occist plus 
de vingt mil. Jacques Pipe, qui tenoit Esparnay par deux ans, feist grans pillaiges. 
Ung chevalier angloys, nomme Robert Canolle, feist moult de maulx et degasta 
tout, de(s) Bretaigne jusques a Auxerre. 

L’an mil troys cens cinquante huyt moururent: Madame Seur Blanche de France, 
religieuse de Longchamp, et illec fut enterree et son cueur aux Cordeliers de Paris. 
I(s)tem Madame Mahault, fille du conte Sainct-Paoul, femme de Mons r . Charles de 
France, conte de Valoys, d’Alenczon, Chartres et Angeou, enterree ausditz 
Cordeliers. 

L’an mil troys cens soixante, appoinctement fut faict entre le daulphin, regent de 
France, et le roy d’Angleterre et le prince de Galles d’aultre part, pour la deli- 
vrance du roy Jehan. Et fut diet que les pays de Guienne, Gascoigne, Poictou, 
Xantonge, Angoulmoys, Perigort, Limousin, Bigorre, Rouerge, Monteran-sur- 
Mer, Poynthieu, Calais, Mereq, Boul.oigne, Guignes, demourroyent ausditz 
Angloys et a leurs successeurs, sans recognoistre d’iceulx aulcun superieur en 
homaige, ressort ou foy, et que on leur payeroit troys milions d’escutz a divers 
termes. Aussi lesditz Angloys renuncioyent a [f. i 2 7 r ] la couronne de France, aux 

1 Etienne Marcel! 
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duchez et contez d’Angeou, le Mayne, Normandie, Tourayne, Bretaigne, Flandres. 
Lesquelles choses furent despuys confirmees par les roys, par sermens faictz sur 
corpus Domini et les sainctes Evangiles. Et furent lettres pass£es et decretees par 
Innocent sixiesme. Puys fut le Roy delivr£ et mys en sa liberty a Bouloigne, le 
quatriesme an apres sa captivite, ung moys, six jours, et oustaiges de son sang 
baillez aux Angloys. 

Ung an apres mourut Phelippes, due de Bourgoigne, conte d’Arthoys, Bouloigne 
et Auvergne. Quant a la duche luy succeda le Roy, quant aux contez fut son 
heritiere Margarite, fille de Phelippes le Long, mere du conte de Flandres. 

L’an mil troys cens soixante deux, gelerent les vignes par toute France en apvril 
tellement que en deux cens arpens de vigne Ton n’eust sceu avoir une pipe de vin 
et n’estoit que verjust. 

Cestuy roy Jehan mourut le huytiesme d’apvril mil troys cens soixante quatre 
apres Pasques. Et avoit heu deux femmes, e’est a scavoir Madame Bonne, fille de 
l’empereur Henry, de laquelle eut quatre enfans — le premier fut Charles le Quint, 
lors due d’Angeou; Jehan due de Berry; Phelippes due de Tourayne et, par 
eschange, de Bourgoigne — et quatre filles, l’une royne de Navarre, la seconde 
duchesse de Bar, la troysiesme Ysabel, duchesse de Milan, la quatriesme fut 
religieuse de Poissy. Sa seconde femme fut Jehanne, fille du due d’Auvergne, qui 
avoit est£ marine par avant a Phelippe due de Bourgoigne. 

Des papes. — L’an mil troys cens cinquante troys, Innocent sixiesme du nom, 
Limousin de nacion, fut pape et vesquit en telle dignity dix ans. Cestuy moult 
laboura k reformer l’Eglise et comment a soy mesmes, car il dechassa de sa court 
toutes choses dissolues et superflues, en commandant aux cardinaulx que ainsi 
feissent. Il aima moult les religieux bien vivans, lesquelz munist de privileges. Puys 
fut enterr£ en la Chartreuse qu’il avoit faict edifier les Avignon, a Phonneur 
sainct Andre. 

Auquel succeda Urbain cinquiesme, natif de Limousin, abb£ de Sainct Victeur 
de Marseille, qui vesquit huyt ans cinq moys. Cestuy ou cinquiesme an de son 
pontificat alia k Rome et meist les chiefz Sainct [f. 127V] Pierre et Sainct Paoul, 
ainsi que a present sont, a Sainct Jehan de Latren. Puys retouma a Marseille et 
mourut. 

En celluy temps florirent Bartholus de Saxoferrato, Fran9oys Albergotus, juristes; 
Pierre de Bersuyre qui feist le dicionnaire. Cestuy fut premierement cordelier, 
puys moyne et prieur de Sainct Victeur; Leonard de [Chifano] 1 , premierement 
general des fr&res mineurs, puys cardinal, qui compousa sur les Sentences et sur 
les Cantiques. 

La Margarite de France, ecrite dans un style allegre , merite d'etre publiee. 

Avant d' abandonner la chronique , je signale que dans Vexemplaire de 
La Croix du Maine et Du Verdier 2 annote par VAbbe de Saint-Leger 3 4 , il 
se trouve collie en face du lemme sur Bersuire* unefiche commen$ant ainsi: «Tite 

1 Ms: ethisano ou cchisano. 

2 Notice Thenaud (i), p. io£. 

3 Notice Thenaud (l), p. 106 (3a). 

4 Paris, B.N. Imprimis Res. Q_2o6, p. 294. 



Live et P. Berchoire (La Cr. du M. Tom. 2 Pag. 254) revoir le texte de 
Thenaud Marguerite de France sur Pierre Berchoire f et verifier si il 
ne dit rien de Tite Live. Voir Part. Berch. dans Dreux du Radier Tom. I 1 . MSS 
de la Traduction en Sorbonne y a Ste Genevieve et chez le Prince de Conde.» 2 . 

D y autre party Mme Marie Holban* vient de publier dans les Etudes rabe- 
laisiennes 4 trois paragraphes substantiels sur Jean Thenaud qui y rediges anterieure- 
ment a ma notice , la recoupent par moments. En outre , elle a bien voulu m'ecrire 
longuement les observations que ce petit travail lui avait inspirees. De son plein 
accord, je les resume et rapporte id, d y autant plus volontiers que cela permettra 
de preciser certains points. Elies concernent en premier lieu le Voyage d’Outre- 
mer*. 

Mme Holban admet la demonstration de deux imprimes du Voyage 6 ; le 
premier represente par Texemplaire de Paris et celui de Londres; le second , par celui 
de la Bibliotheque colombine a Seville , lequel , comme nous Vapprend son colophon , 
Jut execute pour la veuve de Jean Saint-Denys. ToutJois y elle se demande si le 
titre du premier imprime contient vraiment Itinaire au lieu de Itineraire, et 
si peut-etre le signe d 1 abreviation pour -er- s’y trouverait bien , mais a peine 
trace. Or y le signe manque. Je Vai verije dans Vexemplaire de la Bibliotheque 
nationahy et cela est conjrme par la reproduction du titre dans Atkinson?. 

Mme Holban revient aussi au probleme chronologique. Ce recit du voyage 
en Orient accompli par le cordelier de 1$11 a 1513, quand a-t-il ete imprime? 
En 1955*7 e ^ e avait note tantot «en 1 S 31 » et tantot «apres l$ 3 l». Cette 
derniere date est manijestement une coquille. En ejfety elle m’ecrit: «C’est 
toujours en qu il faut lire. Et cela pour la bonne raison que le texte a du etre 
acheve du vivant de Louise de Savoie , qui est morte en septembre 1531 9 apres 
avoir langui quelque temps. Cet evenement ne pouvait pas etre passe sous silence 


1 Bibliotheque historique et critique du Poitou ..., tome I, Paris, 1754, PP* 3 S 7 ~ 7 S ( c t* vivarium II, 
p. 73). La reference est incomplete, c’est que, dans une note manuscrite ajoutee en marge de la 
P^ 2 £3* l’Abbd de Saint-L6ger venait de traiter de cet article qu’il qualifie de “£tendu et curieux*. 

2 La suite de cette fiche et la fiche pr6c£dente £taient consacr^es aux impressions de la traduction 
de Tite-Live par Bersuire. 

3 Notice Thenaud (/), p. 111. 

4 Etudes rabelaisiennes IX, 1971 (= Travaux d*Humanisme et Renaissance 117), Autour de Jean Thenaud et 
de frere Jean des Entonneurs (pp. 49-51); Sur les traces de frere Jean (pp. 52-65); Extrait de la version 
fran$aise de 1 ’£loge de la Folie d’ Erasme due a J. Thenaud (pp. 66-9). Sigle: Holban ER 19JI. Ces pages 
appartiennent a un ouvrage plus £tendu, en preparation. Cf. Notice Thenaud (i), p. 111, n° 11. 

3 Notice Thenaud (/), pp. 115-9. 

6 Notice Thenaud (i), pp. 118-9, 

2 Notice Thenaud (i), p. 116, n. 1 et p. 115, n. 3. 

8 Holban , p. 266; p. 283. Cf. Notice Thenaud (l), p. 1 16. 

9 Histoire genealogique et chronologique de la maison royale de France , ... par le P. Anselme, ed. cit., I, 
pp. 210-1. 
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par son protege , qui la nomme dans les dernieres phrases de son texte». Par 
ailleurs , vers la meme epoque Mme Holban declarait: «le moment de Vimpression 
pent tout de meme etre situe avec plus de precision dans Yintervalle 3 mars 
1S31 - 21 septembre l$31 »■*. 

II va de soi que Yexistence de deux impressions du Voyage, au lieu d’une 
seule , changerait sensiblement les donnees du probleme chronologique. Toute- 
Jois , il se pose id une question prealable. En effet y sur la foi de la description en 
facsimile par Jean Babelon , f avals admis que le titre de Yexemplaire de 
Seville portait Itineraire, ce qui du reste est repete dans le nouveau catalogue de 
1948 1 2 . Pourtant , sur la photocopie que la Colombine m'a aimablement com- 
muniquee , je constate que ce titre a lafaute d’impression Itinaire tout de meme 
que celui de Paris. En outre y Jean Babelon affirmait que le corps du texte com- 
porte 26 lignes par page. Toutffois , j’en compte le plus souvent 27, chiffre qui 
est aussi celui dudit nouveau catalogue sevillan , mais egalement celui donne par 
Atkinson pour Yexemplaire de la Bibliotheque nationale. Cela etant , qu en 
reste-t-il de la double impression du Voyage? Pour repondre a cette question , il 
fallait collationner la photocopie de Seville avec Yexemplaire de la Biblio¬ 
theque nationale , Yedition modernisee de Schefer 3 4 ne sy pretant pas. 

Void , brievement resumees , mes constatations: 

1) Mises a part les particularites typographiques et orthographiques , il 
ny a aucune difference entre les deux exemplaires dans le texte lui-meme du 

2) La typographic et la mise en page des deux titres sont differentes. 

3) Seul Yexemplaire sevillan presente (au f. 64”) un colophon* avec , en- 
dessous y la marque des Saint-Denys 5 . Vexpression Imprime nouuellement dans 
ce colophon permet de considerer Yexemplaire de Paris comme Yedition princeps , 
en dispensant de songer a une contrefagon. 

4J Quant au corps du texte y nous avons egalement affaire , non a deux 
tirages mais veritablement a deux impressions: les categories et le nombre des 
differences etant tels quils ne sauraient etre expliques par des corrections isolees 
dans une composition existante. 

5 ) Vedition princeps y notamment sa justif cation et sa mise en page y a 
servi de modele typographique pour la reimpression. Cest ce qui explique que y 
jusquau f. H i r = S 7 r des deux exemplaires y leurs pages commencent et 

1 Holban EK 1971 , p. $1, n. 6. 

2 Biblioteca colombina. Catalogo de sui libros impresos... (7 vol., Sevilla 1888 - Madrid 1948 - Sevilla 
19^2), tomo septimo, Madrid, 1948, pp. 25-6. 

3 Le nom de ce savant se trouve de plus en plus orthographic erron^ment Scheffer avec jff ’ ce qui 
pour le moins ne laissera pas de creer des probl&mes bibliographiques. 

4 Notice Thenaud (i), p. 119. 

5 Ph. Renouard, Les marques typographiques parisiennes du XVe et XVIe siicles , Paris, 1926, pp. 330-2. 
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Jinissent en principe par le meme mot. Ainsi, les mots-controle dherbes, poupons 
et que aultres ces qu Atkinson a cites comme se trouvant dans Vexemplaire de 
Paris respectivement auf. B ii recto, haut, et uuf. F iiii verso, has, se lisent 
exactement an meme endroit 1 dans Vexemplaire sevillan. Atkinson na pas 
remarque qu a partir duf. SJ r , Vexemplaire de Paris pent avoir 26 lignes an 
lieu de 2J. 

Maintenant, tout doute concernant la realite des deux impressions du 
V°yag e etant defnitivement ecarte, retournons a leur dotation. La reimpression, 
que le colophon declare executee pour Claude Saint-Denys, se situe necessairement 
entre la mort de son mari - survenue, d'apres Renouard 2 , entre le 20 mars et le 
9 decembre 1$31 — et celle de la veuve elle-meme. La mort de Louise de Savoie 
en septembre l S31 ne me semble pas constituer un terminus ante quern de la 
reimpression, des lors qu il Vagit d'une simple reproduction de Vedition 
princeps. D' apres Renouard, Claude mourut en 1S33- D’apres Jean Muller, 
dans le tout recent Dictionnaire*, elle exergait encore le metier de libraire-editeur 
en 1 S 4 °• Toutefois, si cette derniere hypothese devait se confirmer, le terminus 
ante quern serait donne dans Vachat de Vimprime par Fernand Colomb en 
octobre 1 S3 5 - Fn bref, la reimpression a ete executee entre Jin lS3i d’une part , 
et 1S33 ou bien octobre 1S3S dVautre part. 

Ces dates limites 1 S 3 i ~ 1 S 33 /S constituent en meme temps un terminus ante 
quern de Vedition princeps, comme la mention de la prise de Rhodes par Soliman 
en 1 S 23 est un terminus post quern. La princeps, parue sans nom d'editeur mais 
sur le titre declaree en vente a Venseigne Saint-Nicolas de la rue Neuve, doit 
avoir ete executee soit pour Jean Saint-Denys, soit pour sa veuve. Dans cette 
derniere hypothese, Claude aurait procure deux impressions differentes en bien 
peu de temps. D'autre part, comme Mme Holban Va souligne, il est difficile 
d y admettre que Thenaud aurait envoye a Vimprimerie ou laisse imprimer le 
Voyage sous sa forme actuelle, apres la mort de Louise de Savoie en septembre 
lS 3 i • Fn outre, le cordelier, d'ordinaire si enclin a etaler toutes ses qualites, 
n aurait-il pas, apres 1329/30, substitue sur le titre Abbe de Melinais a 
Gardien des freres mineurs d’Angouleme? Mais les circonstances qui ont 
entoure le passage du cordelier du couvent Jranciscain a V abb aye des augustins 
sont trop mal connues. M. Gualdo des Archives du Vatican a promis de guetter 
la supplique qui jut a la base de la bulle de dispense, et qui a des chances d* avoir 
ete enregistree. Cette supplique nous permettrait d'y voir plus clair. 

1 Mais autres au lieu de aultres. 

2 Ph. Renouard, Repertoire des imprimeurs parisiens , ... 6 d. J. Veyrin-Forrer et B. Moreau, Paris, 
1 9 &S> P- 389 (reedition de Ph. Renouard, Imprimeurs parisiens ..., Paris, 1898). 

3 Jean Muller, Dictionnaire abrege des imprimeursjediteurs frangais du seiziime siecle. Repertoire biblio- 
graphique des livres imprimes en France au seizieme siicle - = Bibliotheca bibliographica aureliana XXX, 
Baden-Baden, 1970, p. 87. 
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11 y a belle lurette que Lazare Sainean 1 a signale chez Rabelais les emprunts 
au Voyage d’Outremer. Mme Holban 2 abonde dans son sens en brossant un 
tableau impressionnant des correspondances qu on pent deceler entre les deux 
Frere Jean. Rabelais se serait inspire de Jean Thenaud pour crier Jean des Entom- 
meures. 11 aurait meme prete a son heros sujpsamment de traits du personnage 
reel pour permettre aux inities de Vy reconnoitre. Sans doute 9 tous les arguments 
avances par Mme Holban ne sont pas d'egale valeur , et ils gagneraient a etre 
presentes en ordre moins disperse. Toutefois , Vensemble ne laisse pas d'etre 
suggestif; lejilon merite d'etre explore davantage. 

Je voudrais terminer ce paragraphe sur le Voyage d’Outremer par une 
question plus generale. Comment sefait-il que sur la demi-douzaine d'ouvrages 
ecrits par Jean Thenaud , dont la plupart avaient ete commandes par la famille 
royale , seul le Voyage ait ete imp rime, voire deuxjois? Cette exception tient-elle a 
Yextraordinaire engouement pour les voyages , et leurs recits , quel'on constate a 
partir des annees trente? Engouement qui sera denonce plus tard par Maurice 
Scive 3: 


Le vain travail de voir divers pais 
Aporte estime a qui vagabond erre , 

Combien qu il perde a changer del , et terre y 
Ses meilleurs jours du terns larron trahis ... 


JEAN THENAUD MYTHOGRAPHE (suite*) 

Le ms. Paris, B.N. f. fr. 2081 (antea 7947, antea 1^13, antea 2139) 
est un manuscrit, petit in -8°, en papier, du XVI e siecle, relie — entre 
deux feuilles de garde en velin non chiffrees — en maroquin rouge, aux 
armes de France en or sur les plats; au dos les L entrelacees en or de 
Louis XIV, avec le titre Lignee de Saturne. Il consiste en 124 feuillets, 
sans filigrane, 22 a 30 longues lignes par page (les versos des ff. 1 23 et 1 24 
restes en blanc). Au verso de la premiere garde en velin: «Frere Jean 
tenand (sic) religieulx mineur a faict ce liurequi traicte de Poesie». F. i r 
en haut, les trois cotes anciennes precitees; la plus ancienne en chiffres 
romains. Puis, incipit du prologue-dedicace: «[P]our ce que plusieurs 
sont en cestuy monde qui autre chose ne demande fors longue vie ...». 

1 L. Sainean, Revue des etudes rabelaisiennes, VIII = 1910, pp. 350-60. Cf. Notice Thenaud (/), p. 117, 
n. 3. 

2 Holban ER 1971. 

3 Sonnet liminaire du Microcosme dans Oeuvres poetiques completes de Maurice Scive r£unies par 
Bertrand Gu£gan, Paris, 1927, p. 191. 

4 Continuation de Notice Thenaud (/), p. 122. 


48 



F. 2 V , explicit du prologue: «... vous donner acomplissement de voz 
tresnobles et haults desirs et paradis a la fin». Plus bas, en rouge, la 
rubrique: «De Saturne». Au f. 3 r , incipit du traite: «Saturne est mis le 
premier des dieux triste vieux ...». Explicit (f. i 23 1 *): «... pectus et ora 
lee caudam serpentis habebat» (= Ov., Met. IX 648). F. 1 24 r , en rouge: 
«Les rubriches de cestuy present traicte. De Saturne ... Perseus». 

Je ne sais trop pourquoi Paulin Paris (VII, p. 79) a remplace le titre 
traditionnel Lignee de Saturne, qui est indique sur le dos de la reliure, 
par celui de Traite des divinites poetiques. Par contre, le titre introduit par 
les redacteurs du Catalogue de 1868 1 : La science poeticque, a ete emprunte 
au prologue, oil il se lit deux fois 2 . M. Marc-Rene Jung de Zurich vient 
demontrer que cette expressionsignifie ici* “science de la my thologie”, 
a Pappui de quoi il cite une phrase dudit prologue avec poeterie et estude 
poeticque dans un sens analogue*. 

Le ms. 2081 contient bien la Lignee de Saturne utilisee par Schefer, 
mais dont il n’avait pas fourni la cote*. Ses citations se retrouvent en 
effet dans le manuscrit 6 , avec un peu de bonne volonte. 

Dans le prologue, Pauteur se nomme lui-meme: je, frere Jehan 
Thenaud, de vous serf et mon ordre le mineur. Il rappelle qu’il vient d’achever 
la Margarite de France, ce qui nous amene peu apres 1508/9. Il presente 
ce nouveau livre au comte d’Angouleme, qui n’est pas encore roi. Cette 
Lignee de Saturne a done ete composee entre 1 £09 et 1515. Comme il faut 
exclure les annees du voyage en Egypte, on a le choix entre 1 £09-13:11 
et 1513-1515. Holban (p. 266) admet l’annee 1310; Picot 7 note «vers 

I £ I 3 ». 

Les termes dithyrambiques dans lesquels Thenaud s’adresse a 
Francois (tresglorieux et superillustre seigneur et prince a qui Dieu et nature ont 
donne superexcellenteformosite et beaute digne d’empire [...] la Chrestiente pour 
laquelle regir estes ne ...), suggerent que la redaction de la Lignee de Saturne 
se situe au moment ou il etait devenu certain que le comte d’Angouleme 
allait succeder a Louis XII, e’est-a-dire entre 15-13 et i£i£ 8 . 

1 Notice Thenaud (i), p. 122. 

2 F. 2 r ; cf. Schefer , p. LXXIII. 

3 Valeur non recueillie chez E. Huguet, Dictionnaire de la langue frangaise du seizitme siicle, t. VI, 
Paris, 196^, pp. 46-7. 

♦ M.-R. Jung, Poetria. Zur Dichtungstheorie des ausgehenden Mittelalters in Frankreich , Vox romanica 1971 
(pp. 44-64), pp. 63-4. A la p. 63, corriger la date du traits Ende 1 5. Jahrhundert en Anfang 16.J. 

5 Notice Thenaud (l), p. 120. 

6 Ff. irv-2**; cf. Schefer , p. LXXIII. 

7 Fiches 898 et 899; pour le sigle Picot , voir Notice Thenaud (/), p. 119. 

8 Pierre Jourda, Marguerite d'Angouleme, duchesse d’Alengon , reine de Navarre (l492-1549), Etude 
biographique et litteraire , 2 vol., Paris, 1930, I, pp. 38-40. 
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Schefer (pp. LXXIII-IV) a resume brievement le contenu de la 
Lignee de Saturne . Si Ton peut en croire Thenaud, ce sont des souvenirs 
de sa jeunesse studieuse, notes pour enjaire [au prince] 1 quelque passe-temps 
d’ung jour ou heure. 11 s’etait jadis interesse a la mythologie, mais plus tard 
elle lui a semble incompatible avec sa vocation de cordelier. Le professeur 
Mallary Masters m’informe que son edition du texte est sous presse 
chez Droz a Geneve. C’est lui maintenant qui prendra la parole sur ce 
traite mythologique de Thenaud. 


Retournons maintenant au traite mythologique anonyme, contenu 
dans le ms. Paris, B.N. f. fr. 1358 (antea 7488, antea 808, antea 1134) 2 3 4 . 
(Test un manuscrit, en papier, du XVI e siecle, relie — dans une reliure 
verte en carton, moderne — entre plusieurs feuillets de garde. Ceux-ci 
presentent un filigrane fran^ais du type Briquet* £097, atteste en Tannee 
1 $91 : trois couronnes avec en-dessous le nom edmon denise , membre de 
la famille de papetiers troyens. Sur le dos, le titre Lignee de Saturne . Le 
manuscrit consiste en 14 feuillets, 275 x 188 mm., numerotes 1, 2, 
2bis y jusqu’a 13. Ils presentent un filigrane, essentiellement fran^ais: une 
roue dentee, la roue de supplice dite de Sainte-Catherine a 6 dents, a 
manivelle et surmontee d’une crosse, du type Briquet* 13451, tres 
frequent vers la fin du XV e siecle, et apres. 

Le f. i r est reste en blanc; f. iv : un dessin colorie avec au milieu 
la figure de Saturne. Les trois cotes anciennes se lisent au f. 2 r , la plus 
ancienne en toutes lettres. Plus bas, Pincipit du prologue: «Puisque 
naturelle conclusion me veult incliner a vous seruir Monseigneur ...». 
Explicit du prologue (f. 2 V ): «... une chose imparfaicte. Nihil faciut 
noui; qd no fuerit factu prius». Suit la rubrique «De Saturne». Incipit 
du texte: «[S]aturne eut dix enfans comme on peut veoir en ceste figure». 
Explicit (f. 13 r ): «... Duquel ensuyure nulle occasion ne me sauroit 
desmouuoir». Suivent deux rondeaux. Incipit du premier (f. 13 r ): 
«Fortun§ et teporis dialogue (fortuna:) Temps que faiz tu .. .» 5 . Incipit 


1 Schefer , p. LXXIII imprime 4 tort nous au lieu de vous. 

2 Notice Thenaud (/), p. 122. 

3 C. M. Briquet, Lesfligranes. Dictionnaire historique des marques du papier desleur apparition vers 1282 
jusqu’en 1600. A facsimile of the 19OJ edition with supplementary material contributed by a number of 
scholars , edited by Allan Stevenson, Amsterdam, 1968, I, p. 304; II, s.n. £097. 

4 C. M. Briquet, 6d. cit., II, pp. 6gy sv; FV, s.n. 13451. 

5 «“Fortune et temporis dialogus”; mittelfranzosischer, bei Lommatzsch nicht und, wie es scheint, 
auch sonst nirgends erwahnter Text; erhalten in Par. fran^:. 1358, f. 13 (15. Jahrhundert), noch 
unveroffentlicht.». Ainsi Klaus Heitmann dans Archirfiir Kulturgeschichte 47 = 1965, p. 276, note 26. 
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du second rondeau (f. 13 V ) : «Selon le temps qui vous faict encourir ...». 
Explicit: «Selon le temps». 

L’auteur du traite, qui ne se nomme pas, s’adresse a un Monseigneur, 
pas autrement indique. II rappelle que naguere, pendant qu’il faisait la 
lecture a Monseigneur, celui-ci lui a commande de mettre par ecrit 
quelque chose sur Saturne, ce roi de l’Antiquite. Etant, de par la 
volonte divine, entierement au service de Monseigneur, et dependant de 
lui pour sa subsistance, il a obtempere a cet ordre. Toutefois, vouloir 
decrire la descendance de Saturne dans toutes ses ramifications, serait 
un travail infiniment vaste, incommensurable avec les possibilites intel- 
lectuelles de T auteur et avec le peu de loisirs dont il a pu disposer. Il 
s’arrete done deja apres YEpithome des Roys Latins (f. i3 r ), et supplie 
Monseigneur d’etre indulgent. 

Qui est cet auteur et qui est ce Monseigneur? A ma connaissance, 
Paulin Paris 1 est le seul a avoir emis une hypothese: l’auteur serait Jean 
Thenaud, qui aurait compose ce court traite de la Lignee de Saturne pour 
Louis XII, au moment de la conquete du Milanais, done vers i^oo. 

D’emblee, connaissant le style de Thenaud 1 2 , on admettra difficile- 
ment qu’il s’adresserait au roi Louis XII en usant du simple «Monseig- 
neur». Puis, on ne voit pas bien comment le cordelier vers i goo a pu 
appartenir a la cour de ce monarque. En effet, quand il apparait sur la 
scene, en 1^08/9, avec la Margarite de France, ce sera deja en protege 
de Louise de Savoie. Finalement, comment pourrait-il avoir ete a la 
suite du roi, comme son lecteur, lui qui des 1^11 vit comme profes 
chez les franciscains d’Angouleme? 

On verrait moins d’objections a accepter Thenaud comme auteur 
du traite, si Ton pouvait identifier «Monseigneur» avec Francois d’An¬ 
gouleme d’avant ses perspectives royales. Certes, le cordelier a re^u de 
Louise de Savoie et de son fils plusieurs commandes d’ouvrages: il a ete 
leur ecrivain de cour. Mais, encore, residant a Angouleme, comment 
aurait-il pu suivre Francois dans ses peregrinations? Ce ne sont la que 
quelques echantillons. Trop d’elements de la Lignee de Saturne anonyme, 
soit dans le dessin liminaire — soit dans la descendance de Saturne, soit 
dans les deux rondeaux — ne sauraient s’appliquer a Thenaud. La theorie 
de Paulin Paris est insoutenable. 

Cette conclusion negative vient d’etre corroboree par Mme Holban. 
Dans une analyse, encore inedite, du ms. 1338, dont elle m’a permis de 

1 VII, p. 79 (cf. Notice Thenaud (i), p. 1 2o. Cela est r^pete par Secret (p. 143), mais non sans reserve 
(p. 139, note 3). Picot n’a pas accueilli ce ms. parmi les Merits du cordelier. 

2 Voir dans la Margarite de France , ff. 4 V et 6 V , en quels termes excessifs il parle de Louis XII. 



prendre connaissance, elle montre que le traite a ete compose, vers 
1510/1 1, par Francois du Moulin de Rochefort 1 pour le comte d’Angou- 
leme. Anterieurement, elle avait pu etablir 2 que ce precepteur^ de 
Francis I er etait par la suite reste a son service comme ancien maitre 
d’ecole et aumonier. La situation sociale de Du Moulin etait done 
entierement celle decrite par Fauteur du prologue du ms. 13^8. Depuis 
lors, Mme Holban a constate que Tecriture de ce manuscrit se retrouve 
dans un autre manuscrit du fonds fran^ais, le ms. 1863*, nommement 
attribue a «Fr. Demolins», lequel y est designe comme «L’indigne 
precepteur de monseigneur», e’est-a-dire de Francois d’Angouleme. 
Ces faits enlevent definitivement au cordelier, pour l’attribuer a Francois 
du Moulin de Rochefort, la paternite du traite anonyme contenu dans 
le ms. 13^8. Vu les relations pour ainsi dire triangulaires, existant entre 
le destinataire des deux Lignee de Saturne et leurs auteurs, il est vraisem- 
blable que Thenaud en composant vers 1513-1515 la sienne, avait pris 
connaissance de celle que Du Moulin avait redigee vers 1510/1 1. 

M. Mallary Masters m’informe que, a titre documentaire, il a 
inclus le ms. 13^8 dans le volume sous presse chez Droz. 


LE TRIUMPHE DES VERTUS 

Le titre fait allusion aux quatre vertus dites cardinales: prudence, 
force, justice et temperance. Toutefois, le Triumphe des vertus n’est 
nullement un traite de morale scolastique. C’est une sorte de melange 
recreatif, ecrit en Thonneur de Louise de Savoie — qui Tavait commande 
et en avait elle-meme suggere le plan — et de differents membres de sa 
famille, representes chacun par une vertu. L’ouvrage se compose de deux 
«volumes», rediges et dedies successivement. Chaque volume est sub¬ 
divise en deux «traictes»; ceux du premier volume sont consacres a 
Prudence et a Force; ceux du second, a Justice et a Temperance. 

Le premier volume a ete conserve dans trois manuscrits; le second 
en un seul. Thenaud estimant que Thumilite de son etat lui interdisait 

1 Biographie et bibliographic sommaires dans Notice Thenaud (/), p. i ij. 

2 Marie Holban, Francois du Moulin de Rochefort et la querclle de la Madeleine, dans Humanisme et 
Renaissance II = 193^, pp. 26-43; 1 47'7 l - 

3 P. Jourda (op. cit., I, p. 2$) le dedouble en deux personnages, en disant: “Des erudits . .. donnaient 
aux enfants [de Louise de Savoie] les principes d’une solide culture. Francois Demoulin, Francois de 
Rochefort, abb£ de Saint-Mesmin leur enseignerent du latin . .De meme a l’lndex, p. 1171 (sous 
Demoulin ) et p. 1180 (sous Rochefort). 

♦ Voir la description de ce manuscrit dans Bibliotheque imperiale. Departement des manuscrits. Catalogue 
des manuscrits fran^ais. Tome premier. Ancien fonds, Paris, 1868, p. 327. Ce ms., i£ feuillets, en 
v^lin, avec miniatures, se termine sur deux rondeaux, tout comme le ms. 1358. 
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de se nommer, les manuscrits sont parfois restes anonymes ou ont ete mal 
attribues. 

le premier volume du Triumphe des vertus a ete transmis par les 
manuscrits: Leningrad, Bibl. publ., Fr. F. v. XV, i ; Paris, Ars. 33^8; 
Paris, B.N. f. fr. 143. 

a) Le ms. Leningrad, Bibliotheque publique d’Etat Saltikov-Chtche- 
drine, frjan^ais] F[olio] v[elin] XV [Eloquence], 1 1 , provient de Saint- 
Germain-des-Pres 2 (oil Dom Poirier avait deja constate la disparition de 
ce manuscrit cote 171 3 ), en passant par la collection DubrowskP. Le 
manuscrit, execute pour Louise de Savoie, a ete decrit, brievement par 
Gustave Bertrands en 1874; ensuite plus en detail par A. de Laborde 6 . 
11 a ete signale dans la liste des Manuscrits frangais du moyen age conserves a 
Leningrad par Mile Edith Brayed, qui n’avait pas pu disposer de Particle 
ou Holban 8 Pidentifiait comme etant le premier volume du Triumphe des 
vertus de Thenaud. 

Laborde supposait que le ms. pourrait dater d’apres Pannee 1520 
ou 1 £2 2, ce qui sera discute plus tard. 

Pour la reliure et la decoration, je renvoie a Laborde. Celui-ci a 
compte 1 84 feullets, in-folio, en velin, 34 longues lignes a la page. Titres 
courants, compensant en partie une foliotation defectueuse. Laborde a 
remarque que le manuscrit est incomplet de quelques feuillets a la fin. 
Les microfilms ne permettent pas de le constater, rien ne paraissant 
manquer a Pexplicit. Toujours est-il que le manuscrit a ete mutile en 
d’autres endroits. Laborde a signale que trois miniatures «manquent». 
Pour la deuxieme («f. 87») et la troisieme («entre les ff. 1 1 g et 116»), 
il faut comprendre qu’elles ont ete enlevees, ce qui a entraine deux trous 

1 Lc microfilm que l’Institut de Recherche et d’Histoire des Textes a Paris avait aimablement mis a 
ma disposition, est flou et la foliotation illisible, comme cela est d’ailleurs indique. Sur notre de- 
mande, la Bibliotheque de Leningrad a bien voulu executer pour nous un microfilm plus clair et, 
sauf exceptions, mieux lisible que l’autre. 

2 Delisle, Cabinet des mss., I, p. 184, note 7. 

3 Delisle, Cabinet des mss., II, p. £j. 

* Michel Francois, Pierre Dubrowsky et les manuscrits de Saint-Germain-des-Pres a Leningrad, dans Memorial 
du XIV e centenaire de V Abb aye de Saint-Germain-des-Pres, Recueil de traraux sur le monastere et la congrega¬ 
tion de Saint-Maur , Vrin, Paris, 1959 — Revue d’histoire de VEglise de France , tome XLIII == 1957, 
pp. 333 " 4 I i cf. Delisle, Cabinet des mss., II, pp. £2 sv. 

5 Catalogue des manuscrits frangais de la Bibliotheque de Saint-Petersbourg, Paris, 1874, P- ! 89- 

6 A. de Laborde, Les principaux manuscrits a peintures conserves dans Vancienne Bibliotheque imperiale 
publique de Saint-Petersbourg, seconde partie, Paris, 1938, pp. 1^3-4; planche LXIV. — A la p. 1^3 
corriger la cote (XV au lieu de XII) ; a la ligne 1 2 corriger : liz de France . . . Fol. 2 V en : 2 . A la p. 1 £4, 
dans la bibliographic, apres Delisle, I, 184, note 7, ajouter: II, p. 57; derriere P. Paris, Les Manuscrits, 
corriger III en IV. 

1 Bulletin d’information de Vlnstitut de Recherche et d'Histoire des Textes, 7 = 19^8 (paru en 19^9), p. 28. 
8 p. 26£, note 2; cf. Notice Thenaud (/), p. 113; p. 111. 



dans le texte. La foliotation moderne du manuscrit, faiblement tracee, 
ne correspond plus a Tetat actuel. Deja pour ces raisons, il y a un decalage 
entre la folio tation du manuscrit et celle indiquee sur Tenveloppe trans- 
parente du microfilm de Paris. Le futur editeur devra commencer par 
compter et folio ter de nouveau le manuscrit. 

Immediatement apres la miniature du f. i v , figurant la presentation 
du livre par Tauteur a Louise de Savoie, incipit de la dedicace: «Quant 
ie considere, treshaulte dame, tresillustre princesse, mere et fleur 
productifue du sacre liz de France, vostre diue geniture, haulte noblesse, 
profonde sagesse et luysante renommee...». Explicit de la dedicace 
(f. 3 V ): «... paruenir au celeste et triumphant royaulme eternel.». 
Suivent (ff. 4 r -£ v ) les rubriques des 11 chapitres du traite de Prudence 
et des io chapitres du traite de Force. Elies seront plus ou moins littera- 
lement repetees comme en-tete avant leur chapitre correspondant. Les 
chapitres du premier traite ont comme titres courants : Prologue, Genese, 
Doctrine, Conseil, Memoire, Intelligence, Prouidence, Sophie, Folie, 
Reformacion, Triumphe de Prudence. Ceux du second traite: Prologue, 
Labeur, Honneur, Magnificence, Magnanimite, Pacience, Victoire, 
Perseuerance, Fortune, Triumphe de Force. 

F. 6 r , miniature. F. 6 V , rubrique: «Les chapitres du premier traicte de 
Prudence comparee au fleuue Phison. — Comment Texplorateur du 
paradis terrestre qui veult veoir les triumphes de vertuz, faict sa con- 
templacion et oracion ou mont Sinay. Et comment il fut conforte et 
endoctrine par vne Nymphe ainsi qu’il dormoit ou lieu susdit. — Cha¬ 
pitre premier». Incipit du premier traite: «Apres diuers climatz, terres, 
nacions, prouinces et regions visitees, de ennuy trauaille et de trauail 
ennuye: En celluy an que Ton disoit estre de la Creacion du monde sept 
mil septcens et vnze, et de la Recreaciond’icelluy mil cinqcensetdouze, 
me transportay en celluy sainct et hault mont d’Arabie...». Explicit du 
premier traite: «le formulaire et vray exemplaire de prudence ainsi que 
auoye veu et sceu.». Incipit du traite de Force: «Comment Texplorateur 
en descendant du mont Sinay soy endort en la chapelle sainct Helye... 
Chapitre premier. — Moult fuz resioy d’auoir veu le triumphal manoir 
et curre de Prudence.». 

Explicit du second traite et du premier volume: «... et fuz tout esmer- 
ueille me trouuer encores ou sainct mont Oreb en la chappelle sainct 
Helye, ou mys par escrit tout mon songe et ma vision comme Pay cy- 
dessus escripte. Puys adroissay ma priere a Dieu pour le triumphant 
dictateur, en ceste maniere: 



Je prie Dieu que au roy belliqueux et fort 
Qui a par Force et triumphant effort 
Eu de fortune tant fastueuse victoire, 

Luy doint de ses vertuz et labeurs confort 
Tant qu’apres ceste vie et l’assault de mort 
Triumphateur soit en eternelle gloire.». 

b) Le ms. Paris, Arsenal 33^8 a ete brievement decrit par Henry Mar¬ 
tin 1 , qui en a ensuite retrace Thistoire. II provient de la collection du 
donateur de la bibliotheque de 1 ’Arsenal, M. de Paulmy, lequel Pavait 
achete en 1781 au baron de Heiss 2 3 4 5 . A son tour, ce collectionneur Pavait 
achete, avec un lot de 83 manuscrits, aux Augustins dechausses de la 
Croix-Rousse a Lyon*. Dans leur catalogue, redige peu apres 1667 par 
un certain frere £loi, le manuscrit est decrit, sous la cote 124, comme 
suit: «Triomphe des vertus et vertueux, autrement le voyageur du 
paradis terrestre, ou de Pempire des vertus, en fa^on de roman. Cet 
original a ete fait par un sq:avant et devot pelerin, ou Phoroscope de 
Francois I er , roy de France est represente. Manus, papier. Infolio.»*. 
Auparavant, le manuscrit etait en possession du collectionneur lyonnais 
Octavio Mey dont le nom, suivi de la date 1640, se lit sur le f. is. 

Le ms. Ars. 335:8 est en papier, 282 feuillets in-folio, a longues 
lignes. Sur la feuille de garde, une main moderne a trace: le liure du 
Triomphe des Vertus Sc Receuil (sic) des vertueux , titre emprunte au prologue 
(f. i r , derniere ligne — f. iv). Incipit de la dedicace (f. i r ): «Quant je 
considere, ma superillustre dame, souueraine princesse et tresheuree 
mere, aussi fleur productiue du sacre liz de France, vostre diue geniture, 
trescoruscante face et tresprofonde haultesse...». Explicit de la de¬ 
dicace : «... En tousiours me soubzmectant a la correction et ferule des 
myeulx scauans et disans.» (f. 3 r ). F. 3 V : «S’ ensuyt la table des vertuz de 
Prudence et Force». Les rubriques, qui seront repetees avant le chapitre 
correspondant, s’arretent au f. j T ; le f. 7 V est reste en blanc. F. 8 r , 
incipit du premier traite : «Prudence. Comment Pexplorateur de paradis 
terreste que veult veoir les triumphes de vertuz, faict sa contemplation 
et oration au mont Synay. Et comment il fut conforte et endoctrine par 
vne Nymphe ainsi qu’il dormoit ou lieu susdit. Chapitre premier. Apres 

1 Cat. des mss. de la Bibl. de l’Ars., Ill, i887,.pp. 346-7. 

2 Cat. des mss. de la Bibl. de /Mrs., VIII, Histoire de la Bibliotheque de VArsenal, 1899, p. 240, note 2. 

3 Ibid., p. 248, et note 2. 

4 Ibid., p. 2 £j. 

5 Ibid., pp. 319-20. 





diuers climatz, terres, nations, prouinces et regions visitees, de ennuy 
trauaille et de trauail ennuye: En celuy an que Ton disoit estre de la 
Recreation du monde mil cinq cens et douze, me transportay en celluy 
sainct et hault mont d’Arabie...». Explicit du premier traite: <de 
formulaire et vray exemplaire tel que Pay descript cy deuant.» (f. 148 1 ). 
Incipit du second traite (f. i49 r ) : «Comment Pexplorateur en descen¬ 
dant du mont Synay soy endort en la chapelle sainct Helye... Chapitre 
premier. Moult fuz resiouy d’auoir ainsi veu le triumphal manoir et 
curre de Prudence...». Explicit du second traite et du premier volume 
(ff. 281 v -282 r ): «...et fuz tout esmerueille me trouuer encores ou 
sainct mont Oreb en la chapelle sainct Helye, ou mys par escript tout 
mon songe et ma vision comme jel’ay cy-dessus escripte. Puys adroissay 
ma priere a Dieu pour le susdit triumphant dictateur, en ceste maniere: 
Je pry Dieu que au roy belliqueux et fort 
Qui a par Force et glorieux effort 
En ce monde eu si fastueuse victoire, 

Luy doint de ses vertuz et labeur confort 
Tant que apres ceste vie et P assault de mort 
Triumphateur soit en Peternelle gloire». 

c) Le ms. Paris, B.N. f.fr. 443, en papier, a ete decrit par Paulin Paris 1 
comme etant un volume in-folio magno de 194 feuillets, a lignes longues, 
relie en veau racine au chiffre de Louis XVIII sur les plats. Au dos, 
P inscription L’ Explorateur des quatre Jleuves du paradis terrestre. C’est un des 
206 manuscrits de la collection d’Antoine Lancelot (ancien n° 148; 
nouveau n° io) 2 que celui-ci a cedes a la Bibliotheque du roi en 17333. 
Dans le catalogue de Clement de 1682, on Pa insere sous la cote 703 2 3 . 
Le titre que lui donne Montfaucon*, ainsi que celui du catalogue de 1868* 
a ete emprunte a la rubrique de PEpitre dedicatoire. 

Par elimination, ce manuscrit doit etre Pexemplaire que Holban (p. 265, 
note 2; p. 283, note 2) considere comme ayant ete execute pour 
Marguerite d’Angouleme. 

Utrecht A suivre 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn 


1 IV, pp. 1 36-44; Senemaud, p. 63. 2 Paulin Paris IV, p. 136. 3 Delisle, Cabinet des mss. , I, p. 409. 

4 B. de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova ... II, Paris, 1739, p. 1669®. 
s Catalogue des manuscrits francais ... I, p. 44. Comme ailleurs, la date assignee au manuscrit (“XIV* 
si£cle w ) est arbitraire. 
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Reviews 


dieter furrer, Modusprobleme bei Notker. Die modalen Werte in den Nebensatzen der Con - 
solatio-Ubersetzung. (Nr. 2 der Reihe: Das Althochdeutsche von St. Gallen. Texte und 
Untersuchungen zur sprachlichen Uberlieferung St. Gallens vom 8. bis zum 12. Jahr- 
hundert). Walter de Gruyter, Berlin/New York 1971. XIX/201 Seiten. Ganzleinen 
DM *6—. 


Der Verfasser stellt sich zur Aufgabe, den Modusgebrauch in den Nebensatzen der 
Consolatio-libersetzung Notkers III. von St. Gallen (± 9^0-1022) und das Verhaltnis 
der althochdeutschen Modi zu den lateinischen zu untersuchen und weiter der Frage 
nachzugehen, ob der Notkersche Gebrauch der Modi, besonders des Konjunktivs, im 
Vergleich zum lateinischen Gebrauch mehr inhaltsbezogen-frei und weniger gram- 
matikalisiert, weniger normiert ist. Nach der Umschreibung einiger wichtiger 
Begriffe werden die Methode der Untersuchung, die Einteilung der Nebensatze und 
— um den lateinischen Druck auf das Althochdeutsche zu erfassen — die vom Vf. 
benutzten Richtlinien zur Feststellung der Abhangigkeit, bezw. Unabhangigkeit vom 
Latein beschrieben. 

Es ist fiir den Vf. mit Recht etwas Selbstverstandliches, bei seiner Untersuchung 
nicht nur den Konjunktiv, sondern auch den Indikativ zu beriicksichtigen. Er erklart 
dabei den Konjunktiv in Notkers Nebensatzen als Zeichen “eingeschrankter Giiltigkeit”, 
den Indikativ als Zeichen “voller Gultigkeit des Geschehens”, geht also von einer Modali- 
tatstheorie aus, die zwar diskutabel ware, sich aber bei der Untersuchung eines althoch¬ 
deutschen Textes als brauchbar erweist. 

Im 2. Teil werden die verschiedenen Arten des Nebensatzes besprochen: Kondi- 
tionalsatze im Indikativ, im Konjunktiv Prasentis und im Konjunktiv Prateriti, Konzessiv- 
satze und konjunktionslose Konjunktivsatze, welche Satzarten mit groBer Genauigkeit 
und feinem Unterscheidungsvermogen in Untergruppen eingeteilt und besprochen wer¬ 
den. Vf. kommt zu der SchluGfolgerung, daB Notker im Gebrauch der Modi in weitaus 
den meisten Fallen unabhangig von seiner Vorlage zu Werke geht, daB jedoch ab und zu 
Druck der lateinischen Vorlage angenommen werden muB und daB das althochdeutsche 
Modussystem nur wenig Wahlfreiheit im Modusgebrauch zulaBt. Durch genaues Einteilen 
und Vergleichen der besprochenen Satze kommt er manchmal zu Interpretationen, die 
genauer als die bisherigen sind. 

Ein Mangel des 2. Teiles ist das Fehlen einer Umschreibung des Begriffes Modalverb. 
Man konnte fragen, ob die Verba mugen und namentlich wellen , wie sie auf S. 52 ff., 
bezw. 71 f. behandelt werden, wirklich Modalverba sind, ob sie also an sich mit der 
“eingeschrankten” oder “vollen Gultigkeit des Geschehens” etwas zu tun haben. Auch 
liber das Verhaltnis zwischen Konditional- und Konzessivsatzen wurde das letzte Wort 
noch nicht gesagt. 

Der 3. Teil enthalt statistische Angaben liber das vollstandige Material der Neben¬ 
satze in der Consolatio-Ubersetzung. 

Das Buch ist ein wertvoller Beitrag zu dem Modusproblem und zur historischen 
Syntax, wie auch fiir unsere Kenntnis der Ubersetzungstechnik Notkers von St. Gallen. 


Bilthoven 


F. van der Rhee 



AENEAS sylvius piccolominus (Pius II), De Gestis Concilii Basiliensis Commentariorum libri 
II, ed. and translated by Denis Hay and W. K. Smith, Oxford, At the Clarendon Press 
1967, xxxviii-268 pp. (Oxford Medieval Texts, 1). 

This is the first critical edition, with an English translation, of Aeneas Sylvius’s eye¬ 
witness account of the incidents at the Council of Basle that led to the dethronement of 
Pope Eugene IV (Gabriel Condulmaro) during the 34th session on 25 June 1439, and the 
election of Amadeus, Duke of Savoy (Felix V) on 5 November 1439. It is a well-known 
fact that Aeneas dissociated himself from these Commentarii afterwards, partly because 
of the disappointing results of the Council. But this narrative account, in which elaborate 
speeches by the great protagonists have been included (a.o. Nicolo de Tudeschi Arch¬ 
bishop of Palermo (Panormitanus) and Ambassador to King Alphons of Aragon and 
Naples; Louis d’Aleman, Cardinal and Archbishop of Arles, president of the Council; 
John of Segovia, Archdeacon of Villa Vezzosa; Lodovico de Pontano, Ambassador to 
Alphons V), is of great interest to historians and theologians. The principal issues during 
the period covered by Aeneas’s account were, in abstracto , the question of the pope’s 
obedience to a representative Assembly of the Church Militant (see the theological 
resolutions, p. 21, which evoked lengthy discussions lasting for days), and the problem 
of how to deal with Eugene, who refused such obedience in concrete). Aeneas presents the 
arguments pro and con , so that his account is more than a factual record of the Council’s 
proceedings; it also illuminates the development of the ideas and the pressure brought 
to bear by the monarchs and their delegates. The role played by the lower clergy turns 
out to have been of considerable importance in this issue; after many prelates had with¬ 
drawn, they finally decided the issue. 

In their Introduction the authors discuss the various mss. of the work that have been 
preserved. (It is likely, with an eye on his later career as Pope, that Aeneas had the 
autograph destroyed; there is no text in the Vatican collections). Three mss. are in the 
University Library of Basle, two in Vienna, one in Edinburgh, but the ms. the editors have 
most relied on is the Viennese ms. Nationalbibl. £104, which contains both books and 
is dated 2$ April 1444. It offers, on the whole, a better text. The Viennese ms. makes the 
impression of having been written as a whole, which would dispose of Voigt’s claim 
that Aeneas may have written a third book of the Commentarii , to which he is supposed to 
allude himself (“relatio processus papae” = the dethronement of Eugene). Although 
they acknowledge the chronological gap in the text (May to November 1439), the editors 
do not think it likely that there ever was a third book covering this period; Aeneas’s 
allusion can be explained in terms of the text of the two books that are extant. 

Besides the Viennese ms., the editio princeps , printed by Andreas Hartmann (‘Crat- 
ander’) at Basle round 15-21 has been used as a textual source. The editors attribute 
independent authority to this edition, admitting that they have not been able to identify 
the text on which it is based in any of the extant manuscript collections (p. xxxiv). It 
would seem to me, however, that there is no point in trying to find a single codex con¬ 
taining the complete contents of the printed collection of tracts, letters and processes, 
in which the Commentarii are also found. The printed collection was obviously put to¬ 
gether by someone who wished to make appear in print a set of documents and tracts 
which, although dating from various centuries, were all anti-papal; it is very unlikely 
that a single hand-written copy of such a collection should have previously existed. On the 
other hand, the editors succeed in making it seem credible that the editor or printer 



worked from the Basle ms. E. II 14, with which they have accordingly collated the 
Viennese ms. £104 and the editio princeps. 

The notes are, on the average, useful. Only in the case of personal names could 
one wish for more detailed specification, for instance by references to other literature. 
On a few occasions the commentary is misleading because of incompleteness; thus on 
p. 90, note 4, where the important problem in how far the popes, after Martin V, ac¬ 
cepted the Council of Constance as an oecumenical council, is only given an approving 
reference to the interpretations of Hefele-Leclercq (1907-1916) and Valois (1896-1902); 
surely the new insights of, for instance, H. Kiing ( Strukturen der Kirche , 1962) and A. 
Franzen ( Das Konzil von Konstanz , 1964) should have been mentioned in this context. It 
is not the task of an editor to choose between different interpretations of texts, but to 
indicate their existence. — The translation is, on the whole, correct, and facilitates 
quick and reliable examination of the contents of the text. The series Oxford Medieval Texts 
continues the valuable tradition of the earlier Medieval Texts , published by Thomas Nelson 
and Sons, Ltd., London, in an admirable way. The same editorial board (Galbraith, 
Mynors and Brooks) guarantees the same high standard. 


Nijmegen 


A. G. Weiler 
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HANS GERHARD SENGER: Die Philosophic des Nikolaus von Kues vor dem Jahre 1440 
Untersuchungen zur Entwicklung einer Philosophic in der Friihzeit des Nikolaus (1430- 
1440). Reihe: Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophic und Theologie des Mittelalters. 
Neue Folge, Band 3. Begriindet von Clemens Baeumker, fortgefiihrt von Martin Grab- 
mann und Michael Schmaus. Herausgegeben von Ludwig Hodl und Wolfgang Kluxen. 
1971, VIII und 209 Seiten, kart. 38.— DM (Best.-Nr. 3147). Verlag Aschendorff 
Munster. 

From the cover: 

Diese Untersuchung gilt den friihen philosophischen Denkansatzen des Nikolaus von 
Kues und somit der Genese jenes groBen und originalen Entwurfs, den das erste Haupt- 
werk “De docta ignorantia” enthalt. Der Verfasser weist nach, daB die dort geleistete 
Erkenntniskritik Ergebnis einer langjahrigen Auseinandersetzung mit der naturwissen- 
schaftlichen Inkommensurabilitatslehre des Spatmittelalters ist, daB dariiber hinaus hier 
eine notwendige Vorausleistung auf dem Wege zur spekulativen Erkenntnismetaphysik 
der Spatwerke erbracht wurde. 

Senger hat alle Texte der Friihzeit untersucht, die kaum oder gar nicht unter philo- 
sophischem Gesichtspunkt beachtet worden sind. Sein neuartiger Problemansatz verhalf 
ihm zu Einsichten, welche die bisherige Perspektive erweitem und verandern. Dabei 
wird jeder Schritt methodisch klar angesetzt und sorgfaltig abgesichert. 

ferrucio gastaldelli : Ricerche su Gojjredo d’Auxerre. II Compendio Anonimo del Super 
Apocalypsim. Introduzione ed edizione critica. pp. 189. Romae MCMLXX Apud custo- 
diam librariam Pontificii Athenaei Salesiani (L. A. S. Piazza dell’ Ateneo Salesiano, 
1, 00139 ROMA). Bibliotheca «Veterum Sapientia» Series A, Volumen XV. 

From the cover: 

Hoc volumine in lucem prodit compendium quoddam, seu redactio brevior, commen- 
tarii Gaufridi Autissiodorensis Super Apocalypsim f saeculo XIII ab anonymo in abbatia 
Clarevallensi exaratum. In Introductione diversa problemata aggrediuntur, praesertim de 
auctore, de relatione huius compendii cum redactione authentica, et investigatio tra- 
ditionis manuscriptae ad criticam editionem perficiendam. 

else M. barth, De logica van de lidwoorden in de traditionele JilosoJie. Leidse Wijsgerige 
Reeks, deel 2) 1971, XVII, 4^0 pp., ing.jl. 66,£0, I.S.B.N. 90.6021.119.7. 
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